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Community Indicators: Greater Manchester, New Hampshire.
Introduction
COMMUNITY IMPACT
The United Way has traditionally served as an intermediary linking 
donors to nonprofits. The core of its annual funding comes from 
workplace campaigns. In recent years, United Way has adopted a 
business world model to show that its programs have direct impact 
on the communities it serves. United Ways across the country are 
working to implement community impact and program outcome 
systems to measure added value results directly attributable to its 
grants. This goes beyond a strategy to use research to highlight 
United Way's distinguishing competitive advantages. It also 
involves an ideological change in its philanthropic strategy: from 
funding a set of designated member agencies virtually guaranteed 
funding year after year, to community impact funding, which adds 
an open bidding process where nonprofits are eligible to receive 
funds in strategically designated program areas.
To achieve added value results attributable to its donations via 
community impact funding, United Way of America encourages 
United Ways to define community priorities tightly, narrow and 
adjust philanthropic funding to best fit priorities. This is perhaps the 
biggest change for United Way in a century. The impact of this 
realignment can be significant. To reduce negative effects, United 
Ways must carefully define funding priorities and strategize 
implementation. United Ways partner with research centers to 
create information-driven strategies to understand community 
problems, and convene business leaders, community groups, and 
researchers to determine where to focus philanthropic dollars.
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According to United Way of America, outcome measures may:1
1. Improve program benefits to clients
2. Improve focus on shared goals
3. Communicate results to stakeholders (donors, foundations, 
clients, board, staff)
4. Clarify program purposes
5. Support program development and future planning
6. Identify effective practices
7. Better compete for donors and resources
This strategic approach is not unique to United Way and is in 
common use by philanthropies. United Way and philanthropies rely 
on Community Needs Assessments (CNAs), SPANs (Survey of 
Priorities, Assets and Needs), Community Indicators, and similar 
strategies. Heritage United Way chose to start with a Community 
Indicators baseline, to then move into performance outcome 
measures. To implement this approach as strategic philanthropy, 
Heritage United Way partnered with Southern New Hampshire 
University and engaged its Applied Research Center at the School 
of Community Economic Development to organize this effort in 
direct coordination with Heritage United Way staff.
This report is the Community Indicators Baseline. It includes 
research and the input of stakeholders (donors, business leaders, 
academics, local philanthropies, agencies, advocates, clients, and 
board) convened to participate in three community discussion 
forums this past winter. This baseline publication is accompanied 
by an online PowerPoint of the areas studied. The Board of 
Heritage United Way will use this research and stakeholder input on 
community priorities to strategically target and leverage its 
philanthropic funding to better fit community priorities.
BEST PRACTICES . Prior to embarking on this effort, Heritage 
United Way and the Applied Research Center reviewed best 
practices by other philanthropies. Among better known information- 
driven strategies is the award-winning Boston Indicators Project 
(www.tbf.org/indicatorsProject). This initiative is led by the Boston 
Foundation in partnership with the City of Boston, the Boston 
Redevelopment Authority, Metropolitan Area Planning Council, and 
university research centers. The Boston Indicators' purpose is to 
foster informed civic dialogue and track progress on shared goals.
1 United Way of America (2000). Agency Experiences with Outcome Measurement.
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The Boston Indicators Project analysis o f community needs can be 
read online (www.tbf.org/uploadedFiles/Indicators2004.pdf). While the 
Boston Indicators Project is resource-intensive and dependent on 
significant institutional support, it includes many features that may 
be applied in other settings. In addition to ongoing research and 
publication, the project is cooperative in nature, involving many city 
players, includes a convening program that sponsors discussion 
seminars to engage and connect leaders, and a curriculum of 
ongoing training sessions. Closer to home, United Way of the 
Greater Seacoast conducted a SPAN (survey of priorities, assets 
and needs) in collaboration with the University of New Hampshire 
(www.uwgs.org/uploads/UWCSPANwebFINAL.pdf).2 This has proven an 
effective strategy for the Greater Seacoast.
THE COMMUNITY INDICATORS PROJECT
The Applied Research Center (ARC) is working on a comparable 
information-driven approach for Heritage United Way; a Community 
Impact Indicators Project, less expansive than Boston, which has 
extensive resources at its disposal, but with similar components. 
Following are key elements of the Heritage United Way approach.
WEB PRESENCE . One online location making available all the 
products. The Community Indicators project will be integrated into 
the Heritage United Way website. ARC provides the content for the 
website while Heritage United Way arranges links to community 
information sources.
INDICATORS REPORT . This document is the Heritage United 
Way c o m m u n i t y  i n d i c a t o r s  b a s e l i n e  report. Data are 
drawn from the US Census, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and 
research generated by public agencies, institutions, community- 
based organizations, and academic centers. Its purpose is to 
democratize information and data, foster informed civic discourse, 
and track progress on a shared civic agenda via biennial reports 
and a dynamic web presence. The c o m m u n i t y  i n d i c a t o r s  






2 United Way of the Greater Seacoast (2004). Community Survey of Priorities, Assets, and Needs.
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Once the Heritage United Way c o m m u n i t y  i n d i c a t o r s  
c o m m i t t e e  selected the priority areas to be studied, the role of 
ARC was to conduct analyses in these areas, and to prepare a 
community indicators baseline report. This report involves (a) 
analyses of existing data sources (e.g., US Census, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, public agencies, academic centers), and (b) the input of 
stakeholders (e.g., donors, business leaders, agencies, clients, local 
philanthropies, advocates, researchers, HUW board) convened to 
participate in three community discussion forums last Spring. 
Updates of this report are planned to coincide with release of 
Current Population Surveys (every 3 years) and relevant data 
sources, followed by a comparable community convening process. 
ARC's Community Economic Development Press manages the 
formatting and printing of these reports.
OCCASIONAL PAPERS a n d  p r o f i l e s . Additional studies by 
local groups will be made available online, either via a document 
server or online hyperlinks. For example, ARC is completing a study 
focusing on Latinos in New Hampshire, which will be made 
available through Heritage United Way. In addition to special topics 
or population-specific studies, community or neighborhood profiles 
may also be produced and made available through the website.
CONVENING . Two kinds of convening activities are planned by 
Heritage United Way under this program: (a) show-and-tell forums 
that unveil research by the Community Impact Indicators and elicit 
public input (as conducted this past winter); (b) strategic planning 
sessions either as follow-up to show-and-tell forums, or as a new 
convening of stakeholders to consider problems and issues that are 
beyond the scope of a single philanthropy and should involve a 
broader coalition of organizations in coordinated action; whenever 
possible, Heritage United Way will work through and in support of 
existing groups and efforts already addressing community issues.
SURVEYS & FOCUS GROUPS . In subsequent years, Heritage 
United Way plans to support collection of new information through 
polls, surveys, and focus groups to better understand topics 
prioritized by stakeholders and its Board that cannot be fully 
assessed via secondary analyses of existing data. This is consistent 
with innovative efforts by other United Ways such as the Greater 
Seacoast, which conducts surveys of priorities, assets and needs.
Page 4
Community Indicators: Greater Manchester, New Hampshire.
FUNDING MODELS . The ultimate goal of this community impact 
and program outcome system is to assist Heritage United Way to 
determine whether its programs have added value results directly 
attributable to its grants. That is, to target then ascertain the direct 
impact of its donations on the communities it serves. To accomplish 
this, Heritage United Way needs to adopt a model that shifts its 
philanthropic strategy to community impact funding, which adds 
program targets and may include an open bidding process whereby 
nonprofits are eligible for funds in strategically-designated program 
areas. But Heritage United Way also needs to avoid the disruption 
to grantees sometimes associated with this transition.3 To achieve 
added value attributable to its donations and avoid disruption, HUW 
will define community priorities strategically, focus philanthropic
funding to best fit priorities, and use the Community Indicators
Project to ascertain impact. This necessarily entails a change in 
funding models. Below is the traditional funding model used to date 
by Heritage United Way.
OLD FUNDING MODEL: TRANSFER FUNDS
3 See, for example, Haberman, Shir (August 3, 2006). United Way Deals a Blow. Portsmouth Herald. A7.
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Below is an alternative design community impact funding example 
that Heritage United Way is considering. This example shows how 
Heritage United Way may target philanthropic grants to best fit 
community priorities while minimizing disruption to grantees. This 
alternative design maintains funding to partner agencies targeted 
on 3 core community impact funding areas: Community Education, 
Community Heath, and Economic Assets & Self-Sufficiency -the 
areas selected for the community indicators project. Heritage 
United Way also funds new Strategic Initiatives that respond to 
emerging or unmet gaps in community needs. The Strategic 
Initiatives examples in the table below match the target areas. The 
Strategic Initiatives and programs under community impact funding 
are likely to change over time in response to emerging needs.
NEW 2007 FUNDING MODEL: COMMUNITY IMPACT AND CHANGE!
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RESEARCH AND CONVENING TEAM
The Team leading this effort for Heritage United Way and SNHU 
includes academics, doctoral students, and Heritage UW staff.
YOEL CAMAYD-FREIXAS (y.camayd-freixas@snhu.edu), 
Principal Investigator. Professor and Chairman of the MA and 
Ph.D. Programs, and Director of the Applied Research Center, 
SNHU. He is a board member of the Nellie Mae Educational 
Foundation and Laborers-AGC union national worker training 
program. Former Assistant Professor of Urban Studies & 
Planning at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
GERALD KARUSH (gkarush@minerva.snhu.edu). CO­
Principal Investigator. Professor of Computer Information 
Systems at the Graduate School of Business, SNHU, and a 
Senior Research Fellow at the Applied Research Center, where 
he is involved in several research studies. Principal areas of 
experience include computer technology, economic 
development, demography, market and evaluation research.
BALU IYER (balasubramanian.iyer@snhu.edu). Doctoral 
student (San Francisco; India). MS Public Policy, University of 
California, Berkeley; MS Rural Management, PGDRM Institute 
of Rural Management, BE Civil Engineering, National Institute 
of Technology, India. Asia Program Director, the International 
Development Exchange. IDEX works in Bangladesh and Nepal 
on food security through sustainable resource management. 
His interests include micro-credit, participatory development, 
civil society, economic and institutional development.
DEBORAH JACKSON (deborah.jackson1@snhu.edu). SNHU 
Doctoral student (Georgia). JD Law, Rutgers Law School, MA 
Political Science & International Affairs, Rutgers Graduate 
School, BA History and African American Studies, Teacher 
Certification, Princeton University. Deborah is an attorney with 
over 20 years of experience. Her practice focuses on 
community and economic development. Her research interest 
is in gentrification and its impact on low-income communities.
RICHARD KOENIG (richard.koenig@snhu.edu). Doctoral 
student (Illinois). MCP in Urban Planning, University of Illinois 
Urbana-Champaign; BS Wesleyan University. Certificates in 
construction, land use, real estate finance. Member American 
Planning Association, American Institute of Certified Planners. 
Executive Director, Housing Opportunity Development Corp., 
serving Chicago's northern suburbs; built 12 properties and 
220 affordable units. Board member, Housing Options for the 
Mentally IH, Chair, Alliance to End Homelessness, Cook County.
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NADESHA MIJOBA (nadesha.mijoba@snhu.edu). SNHU 
Doctoral student (Connecticut; Venezuela). Masters in Public 
Health, Boston University, MS in Community Economic 
Development, Southern New Hampshire University.
Independent planning consultant, Providence Rhode Island.
| MELISSA NEMON (Melissa.nemon@snhu.edu). Doctoral 
i student (NH). MA in Community Social Psychology, University 
of Massachusetts, BA, University of New Hampshire. 
■  Consultant, Center for Family■, Work and Community.
J ■ | Contractor to government, nonprofits, unions. Research
B  interests in sustainable development, employment & labor, 
social justice. Active in Society for Community Research and 
I Action and Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues.
PAT FINDLEN (patfindlen@comcast.net). Project Manager, 
Heritage United Way Community Impact Initiative. JD University 
of Oregon School of Law. Private practice as an attorney for 
over 20 years. Helped lead Heritage United Way Community 
Impact effort, organizing outreach and research, coordination 
with SNHU's Applied Research Center, and managing the 
process model.
DAVAASUREN SODNOMDARJAA (davaasuren.sodnomdarjaa 
@snhu.edu). Doctoral student (Mongolia). MA in Developmental 
Economics, University of Manchester (England); MS in 
Economics, National University of Mongolia. Director, 
Microfinance Development Office, Bank of Mongolia -a program 
funded by the World Bank. Research interests include economic 
development, income distribution and poverty.
SARA VARELA (sara.varela@heritageunitedway.org). Director 
of Community Building, Heritage United Way. MS in Community 
Economic Development, Southern New Hampshire University. 
She is in charge of HUW relationships with funded community 
partners and the community at large. Sara plays an active role 
in the transformation process that Heritage United Way is 
undergoing to a community impact organization.
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1. Demographic Trends
Balasubramanian Iyer and 
Yoel Camayd-Freixas
The demographic information in the following pages includes the 
combined information for 15 cities and towns in the Greater 
Manchester area (PMSA). Data are variously presented as available 
for Hillsborough County, Greater Manchester, and the City of 




1 Bedford 9 Chester
2 Goffstown 10 Danville
3 Manchester 11 Derry
4 New Boston 12 Hampstead
5 Hooksett 13 Londonderry
6 Atkinson 14 Plaistow
7 Auburn 15 Sandown
8 Candia
These demographic trends, and the economic data that follow, 
serve to provide a context to understand the analysis on education, 
housing and health that comprise the majority of this report.
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POPULATION TRENDS, ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 2 through 5 depict population trends for cities and towns in 
Greater Manchester, and for the City of Manchester. We are 
interested in tracking growth patterns because some areas of New 
Hampshire have lost population in the last decades. In studying 
growth we are interested in the distribution of gender and in 
comparing these growth data to the county, state and country.
GREATER MANCHESTER
Greater Manchester has grown steadily for a generation (Exhibit 2); 
from a population of 143,392 in 1970 to 259,098 in 2000. From 
1990 to 2000, the population grew by 15.5%. That growth rate 
accelerated since 2000 to yield 271,917 residents in 2004, the 
latest available data. The 1990-2004 annualized growth is 1.4% 
which is a higher rate than the City and any other county or the 
state of New Hampshire. We projected a conservative growth trend 
(i.e., using a multi-decade trend rather than the 2000-2004 rapid 
growth data) to predict a decade growth rate of 12.2% and some 
290,000 residents by 2010. This prediction may prove low for 
Hillsborough County and Greater Manchester.
The Greater Manchester female to male population ratio in 2000 
(Exhibits 4 & 5) is 50.8 to 49.2 with a small increase in the 
proportion of males. This is similar to state and national averages 
(50.8 to 49.2 and 50.9 to 49.1 respectively).
CITY OF MANCHESTER. The population of the City of Manchester 
(Exhibit 3) has been growing steadily since 1970; from 87,754 to 
107,006 in 2000, and 109,761 in 2004. The average 1990-2004 
annual growth rate is .7%, strong but lower than Hillsborough 
County (1.2%), Greater Manchester (1.22%) and the state (1.1%). 
We estimate that this trend will yield a population of 114,500 for 
the City by 2010.
DISCUSSION
While Greater Manchester city and towns are expected to grow in 
the coming decade, growth is not uniform. The municipalities 
around the City of Manchester will likely see higher growth rates. 
This can be attributed to natural population growth, to net 
migration --people coming from other states and foreign countries 
and staying in the area-- and to stronger suburban growth.
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EXHIBIT 4:
GM GENDER RATIOS, 1990 & 2000
GENDER Male % Female %
1990 109,447 48.8 114,716 51.2
2 0 0 0 127,578 49.2 131,520 50.8
EXHIBIT 5: POPULATION TRENDS, 1990 TO 2004,
1990-2004
POPULATION 1990 2004 Change % Annualized
change Growth Rate
Manchester 99,567 109,761 10,194 10.24% 0.7%
G. Manchester 224,279 271,917 47,638 21.24% 1.4%
Hillsborough 336,073 398,574 62,501 18.6% 1.24%
Merrimack 120,005 145,542 25,537 21.28% 1.4%
Rockingham 245,845 292,526 46,681 18.99% 1.3%
NH TOTAL 1,109,252 1,299,500 190,248 17.15% 1.14%
EXHIBITS SOURCE: Housing and Demographic Data for New Hampshire http://www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm.
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POPULATION BY AGE, 1990 AND 2000
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 6-8 depict population by age. The distribution of the 
population by age helps determine whether growth is expected in 
younger or older age groups. This has implications for the economy 
(e.g., need to create jobs to retain younger active groups), housing 
stock types, or the service needs of an aging population.
GREATER MANCHESTER
The working-age population of Greater Manchester is getting older 
(Exhibits 6-7). In 1990, 70% (69,467) of Greater Manchester was 
under age 44. By 2000, this proportion group dropped to 66% 
(71,251) in the face of population growth. The 45 to 54 age group 
increased from 9% (8,464) in 1990 to 13% (13,832) in 2000.
The median age of residents in 2000 was 36.5 years; 22% were 
under the age of 15 and 10% were 65 or older. Between 1990 and 
2000, there was a 16.9% increase in the under 15 group (higher 
than the state at 9%). There was a marginal increase in the 15 to 
24 group (31, 916 to 32,365), and a pronounced decrease of 
18.29% in the 25 to 34 (44,907 to 36,695). And a strong increase 
in older age groups: 27.8% in 35 to 44, 73.6% in 45 to 54, 25.9% 
in 55 to 64, and 31.6% in the over 74 group. The Greater 
Manchester age distribution in 2000 was similar to that of the state 
except in the over 55 group, which was slightly lower.
CITY OF MANCHESTER. A comparison of population by age bar 
graphs for the City of Manchester and Greater Manchester shows 
that the pattern described above is very similar (Exhibit 8).
DISCUSSION
The working-age population of Manchester and Greater Manchester 
is getting older. The pronounced decrease of 18.29% in the 25 to 
34 group is of concern. These are post-school young adults in their 
peak child-bearing and occupationally productive years leaving the 
area possibly in search of employment opportunity or lower 
housing costs. Thus, they are not lower contributors to growth in 
the under 15 group, which therefore disproportionately represents 
children of migrants and immigrants. This pattern has implications 
for local education and the labor force, and community affairs.
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EXHIBIT 6:









Greater Manchester Population by Age
□ 1990 □ 2000
Under 15 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65 to Over
15 yrs. 24 yrs. 34 yrs. 44 yrs. 54 yrs. 64 yrs. 74 yrs. 74 yrs.
EXHIBIT 7: GREATER MANCHESTER POPULATION BY AGE
1990 2 0 0 0 1990-2000 Change
Gtr NH 
Manchester
AGE Gtr Manchester NH Gtr Manchester NH
Under 15 22% 21.4% 22% 20.8% 16.92% 9%
15 to 24 14% 14.4% 12% 12.6% 1.4% -3%
25 to 34 20% 18.5% 14% 13.0% -18.29% -22%
35 to 44 17% 16.5% 19% 17.9% 27.88% 21%
45 to 54 10% 10.1% 14% 14.9% 73.65% 64%
55 to 64 7% 8.0% 8% 8.9% 25.91% 24%
65 to 74 6% 6.4% 5% 6.3% 4.5% 10%
Over 74 4% 4.8% 5% 5.6% 31.61% 30%
EXHIBIT 8:
CITY OF MANCHESTER POPULATION BY AGE









Under 15 to 25 to 35 to 45 to 55 to 65 to Over 
15 yrs. 24 yrs. 34 yrs. 44 yrs. 54 yrs. 64 yrs. 74 yrs. 74 yrs.
EXHIBITS SOURCE: Housing and Demographic Data for New Hampshire http://www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm.
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HOW TO READ
Exhibits 9-10 depict households. This page looks at whether growth 
in population and households has kept pace with each other and 
whether the character of households has changed. The pie charts 
on the far right depict Greater Manchester, and the pies on the 
near right depict the City of Manchester, in 1990 and 2000.
GREATER MANCHESTER
The character of households in Greater Manchester is changing. 
From 1990 to 2000 household and population growth paralleled 
each other at 15%. There were increases in the number of family 
households (17%) and married-couple households (9.4%), but 
particularly in single-parent households (34%) and non-family 
households (26%). Housing composition changes from 1990 to 
2000 show that married-couple households decreased from 59% to 
55% and single-family households decreased from 12% to 11%. 
Conversely, non-family households increased from 29% to 31%.
From 1990 to 2000 family households also became smaller and 
non-family households larger. Persons per household and persons 
per family household decreased in most towns. Conversely, persons 
per non-family household increased in all towns.
CITY OF MANCHESTER. The character of households in the City is 
changing. There are more single-parent and non-family households 
(25,404) now than married-couple family households (18,843). This 
is not due so much to a decrease in traditional households as to an 
increase in non-traditional ones. Even through there was only a 2% 
drop in married-couple family households between 1990 and 2000 
(19,235 to 18,843), there was a 23% increase in single-parent 
households (5,898 to 7,277), and a 19% increase in non-family 
households (15,205 to 18,133).
DISCUSSION
The character of households in the City of Manchester and Greater 
Manchester is changing, as the proportion of single-parent and 
non-family households increased dramatically. If these household 
changes are also associated with decreasing household income and 
increasing poverty, it would predict emerging problems of 
consequence for the City in particular.
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EXHIBIT 9
HOUSEHOLDS AND FAMILIES, 1990
Manchester HHs & Families 1990 Gtr Manchester HHs 1990
EXHIBIT 10
HOUSEHOLDS AND FAMILIES, 2000
Manchester HHs & Families 2000 Gtr Manchester HHs 2000
EXHIBITS SOURCE: Housing and Demographic Data for New Hampshire http://www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm.
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POPULATION BY RACE, 1990 AND 2000
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 11-12 depict population by race. These exhibits show how 
population composition by race is trending over time. Information is 
provided for the City (right) and the Greater Manchester area (left).
GREATER MANCHESTER
The population in Greater Manchester is growing more diverse. The 
proportion of Whites dropped from 97.8% in 1990 to 95% in 2000. 
This exhibit does not show Latinos who may be of different races, 
and often appear in the Other, Black and White categories. All 
minority racial groups increased. But not shown is the largest group 
with also the highest increase, Latinos (up 114% from 3,178 to 
6,827). Blacks (up 93% from 1,548 to 2999) and Others (up 444% 
from 1,002 to 5,451) also grew, but jointly these 8,450 residents 
include about 5,000 Latinos, and the Blacks group also includes an 
influx of new African refugees to the area.
CITY OF MANCHESTER. The population in the 
City is growing more diverse faster than in 
previous decades. The proportion of Whites 
dropped significantly, from 97% (96,550) in 
1990 to 92% (98,178) in 2000. Minority groups 
grew from 3,017 in 1990 to 8,828 in 2000; 
about two-thirds are Latinos. Latino growth 
from 1990 to 2000 is depicted at right.
DISCUSSION
The population is more diverse. A decrease over a decade in the 
proportion of Whites from 97% to 92% is not a large percentage, 
but it is dramatic in population terms; populations change slowly. 
This shows strong migration into an area that is not a traditional 
host of new migrants, and suggests a trend that will likely continue 
and possibly accelerate. While the majority population is white and 
will remain so for the foreseeable future, other groups have 
emerged to make the City and Greater Manchester far more diverse 
than ever before. Anecdotally, and to the area's credit, this change 
has taken place with limited tension. Yet this should not be taken 
for granted. Rapid change creates tension. Efforts that endorse 
familiarity, support and integration of new groups should be 
supported to avoid problems experienced by other cities.
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EXHIBIT 11 
POPULATION BY RACE, 1990
Asian Other
Asian Other
EXHIBITS SOURCE: Housing and Demographic Data for 
http://www. nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm.
EXHIBIT 12 
POPULATION BY RACE, 2000
Asian Other
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POPULATION BY ORIGIN, 1990 & 2000
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 13-15 depict population by origin and recent changes in 
residence -an indicator of population stability. We are interested in 
seeing how the population composition by origin is trending over 
time, for the City and Greater Manchester. Information on resident 
origin and whether residents have changed their place of residence 
is used to understand the residential stability of the population.
GREATER MANCHESTER
Population composition by origin remained stable from 1990-2000. 
The proportions of US-born and New Hampshire natives decreased 
slightly (US 95.2% to 94%; NH 45.3% to 43.0%). The inverse is 
true for the proportion of migrants, particularly from the South and 
West, and for the proportion of immigrants, both of which 
increased (Migrants 48.9% to 49.9%; immigrants 4.8% to 6.0%).
Greater Manchester has remained residentially stable. Half (52.8%) 
of its residents in 2000 lived in the same home in 1995. But while 
94% or resident are US natives, only 43% of these are NH natives.
CITY OF MANCHESTER. The proportion of US-born in Manchester 
decreased from 1990 to 2000 at about twice the rate experienced 
by Greater Manchester, while the proportion of foreign-born grew 
by one-half (US born 93.2% to 90.6%; foreign-born 6.8% to 
9.4%). About 1 in 10 City residents are foreign-born, compared to 
slightly over 1 in 20 in Greater Manchester. One-third of the US- 
born in the City are from other states, primarily the Northeast. 
However, even though the proportion of NH natives in the City 
decreased over the decade, it is still far larger than that of Greater 
Manchester (Manchester 60.2% to 56.5%, GM 45.3% to 43%).
DISCUSSION
There is evidence of residential stability in the City and the Greater 
Manchester areas. This is expected for the 1990-2000 period, but 
may change due to housing costs and gentrification. The minority 
of NH-born residents in areas outside the City (43%) suggests that 
gentrification and change is highest there, and may create a 
dichotomy between the City and its peripheral suburbs. The 10% 
foreign-born in Manchester may undercount diversity, as recent 
studies show the majority of new Latinos in the area are US-born.4
4 Camayd-Freixas, Y., and G. Karush (2006). Latinos in New Hampshire.
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EXHIBIT 13
GREATER MANCHESTER POPULATION BY ORIGIN
PLACE OF BIRTH 1990 % 2 0 0 0 %
Total: 224163 259098
United States Native 213348 95.2% 243646 94.0%
New Hampshire Native 101470 45.3% 111528 43.0%
Born in Different State 109655 48.9% 129174 49.9%
Northeast 91993 41.0% 107289 41.4%
Midwest 6995 3.1% 7951 3.1%
South 6817 3.0% 9185 3.5%
West 3850 1.7% 4749 1.8%
Native Born Outside US 2223 1.0% 2944 1.1%
Foreign Born 10815 4.8% 15452 6.0%
SOURCES: 1990 Census, STF3, Table P042; 2000 Census, SF3, Table P021
EXHIBIT 14
GREATER MANCHESTER POPULATION STABILITY
Place of Residence 5 years Prior to the Census; 
Population 5 Years and Older
1990 % 2 0 0 0 %
Total: 205,832 241,417
Same house 104,922 51.0 127,450 52.8
Different house 100,910 49.0 113,967 47.2
SOURCES: 1990 Census, STF3, Table P042; 2000 Census, SF3, Table P021
EXHIBIT 15
BIRTH PLACE, CITY OF MANCHESTER RESIDENTS
BIRTH PLACE 1990 2 0 0 0
U.S. Native 93.2% 90.6%
Foreign Born 6.8% 9.4%
N.H. Native 60.2% 56.5%
Different State 31.9% 32.5%
SOURCES: 1990 Census, STF3, Table P042; 2000 Census, SF3, Table P021
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COMMUTERS
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 16 depicts commuting patterns for Manchester. It includes 
the most common sources of commuters into the City, and from 
the City into other areas, as well as commuting time.
MANCHESTER
The percentage of Manchester residents commuting out of town for 
work increased by 36% from 1990 to 2000 (from 37.6% to 48%); 
currently, about half of the City's labor force commute out of town 
for work (26,139 residents). The most common commutes in 2000 
were to Nashua, and to Hillsborough County municipalities: Bedford 
and Londonderry. The commuting pattern in 2000 is similar to 1990 
commuting destinations, except that commuting out of 
Hillsborough County has become far more common.
Commuters into Manchester also increased 17% during this period 
(to 32,283 in 2000). The mean commuting time also increased to 
an average of 21.3 minutes in 2000. The most common commuters 
in 2000 were from Goffstown, Bedford, and Nashua which, except 
for Nashua, is identical to 1990 commuting origins. Again, the 
introduction of Nashua as a major commuting origin changes the 
character of inbound commuting from a within Hillsborough County 
pattern to a more extended regional commuting pattern.
DISCUSSION
Commuters from Manchester and into Manchester increased both 
numerically and proportionately. The character of commuting 
seemed to become more regional, involving Bedford and Nashua 
(and, anecdotally, Boston). The daily commute takes longer, likely 
as a function of both increased commuting distance (e.g., from 
Nashua instead of Hooksett) and growing traffic congestion. By 
2000, over 58,000 persons commuted daily in and out of the City; a 
number that exceeds the City's total labor force. The magnitude of 
this commuting pattern suggests that Manchester has become part 
of a regional economy and labor force, and commuting is becoming 
a way of life. This pattern is likely to continue in the coming years, 
with a progressively larger share of the labor force commuting 
somewhat longer and farther each day.
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EXHIBIT 16











Most Common Commute To:
1 st 2 nd 3 rd
1990 19192 37.6 % Bedford Nashua Hooksett








Most Common Commute From:
1 st 2 nd 3 rd
1990 27606 18.8 min. Goffstown Bedford Hooksett
2 0 0 0 32283 21.3 min. Goffstown Bedford Nashua
Dr. Paul LeBlanc, President of Southern New Hampshire University, and Patrick Tufts, President and CEO of Heritage 
United Way, welcome participants to the first of three Community Forums held in the Spring at the SNHU campus.
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REFUGEES BY MUNICIPALITY, 1998 TO 2005
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 17-18 depict refugee resettlement by municipality. 
Refugees are persons and families who have been forced to flee 
their home countries because of a well-founded fear of persecution 
by virtue of their race, religion, nationality, political opinion, or 
membership in a particular societal group. This persecution could 
involve harassment, wrongful arrest, physical violence, or threats to 
their lives. Typically, refugees come from areas disrupted by 
political upheaval, violence or famine, which change over time.
GREATER MANCHESTER
Most refugees resettled in New Hampshire live in Hillsborough 
County. Refugees resettled in New Hampshire since 1998 come 
from Europe (mainly from the former Yugoslav republics), Africa 
(Liberia, Somalia, Sudan, Rwanda), Southeast Asia (Vietnam), and 
Middle Asia (Afghanistan, Armenia, Iraq). In recent years, many 
refugees resettled in New Hampshire are Africans escaping civil 
wars and at times genocide in their countries.
CITY OF MANCHESTER. The City of Manchester has resettled the 
highest number of foreign refugees coming into the state and the 
County. Of the 3,585 refugees resettled in New Hampshire since 
1998, over 72% (2,654) were resettled in Manchester (plus 17 in 
Hooksett and 8 elsewhere within Hillsborough County).
DISCUSSION
It is unclear why the Refugee Programs concentrated refugee 
resettlement in the City of Manchester (rather than, for example, 
broad dispersal or concentrated dispersal [e.g., several affordable 
municipalities]). Perhaps concentrated resettlement helps provision 
and coordination of services, and mainstreaming of refugees. Be 
that as it may, resettlement strategies in the future are not likely to 
change this pattern. The evidence shows that refugees do not stay 
where resettled, and tend to move in patterns generally described 
as family reunification and enclave formation (e.g., Camayd-Freixas 
& Karush, 2006). That is, many refugee families tend to move 
closer to relatives or to areas of enclave concentration and greater 
familiarity. So it is likely that the City of Manchester will act as a 
magnet and draw both refugee groups (e.g., Africans) resettled 
elsewhere, and future refugees of similar origin.
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EXHIBIT 17


















MANCHESTER 413 481 377 370 182 195 471 165 2654
LACONIA 4 32 73 86 33 5 8 15 256
CONCORD 18 20 52 26 11 38 75 126 366
FRANKLIN 48 45 20 31 13 6 0 2 165
BOSCAWEN 0 15 21 8 0 0 1 0 45
HOOKSETT 0 3 3 8 3 0 0 0 17
HANOVER 0 0 8 0 2 0 0 0 1 0
ALLENSTOWN 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
PORTSMOUTH 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 8
MILFORD 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 8
HILLSBOROUGH 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8
KEENE 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 6
HAVERHILL 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 5
ACWORTH 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 4
NEW LONDON 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
FRANCONIA 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
CHARLESTOWN 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
HENNIKER 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3
CONWAY 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
BERLIN 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3
NASHUA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
WARNER 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
PETERBOROUGH 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
494 606 576 544 253 244 556 312 3585




REFUGEES 1998 1999 2 o o o 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 2003 2004 2005 TOTAL
Manchester 413 481 377 370 182 195 471 165 2654
New Hampshire 494 606 576 544 253 244 556 312 3585
SOURCE: NH Office of Energy and Planning. NH Refugee Program. Refugee Facts. 
http://www.nh.gov/oep/programs/DataCenter/Census/documents/NewHampshire.pdf
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Household and families U.S. census 
NH OEP Estimates
Decennial
Place of birth (U.S., foreign 
born, New Hampshire, other 






Camayd-Freixas, Y., G. Karush & N. Lejter (2006). Latinos in New Hampshire: Enclaves, 
Diasporas, and an Emerging Middle Class. In Andres Torres (editor), Latinos in New 
England. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.
Camayd-Freixas, Y., and G. Karush (2006). Latinos in New Hampshire. Manchester, NH: 
Community Economic Development Press.
Elderweb. Available from: www.elderweb.com/?PageID=2589
ePodunk. Available from: www.epodunk.com/cgi- 
bin/genInfo.php?locIndex=22453
Federation for American Immigration Reform. Available from: 
www.fairus.org/site/PageServer?pagename=research_research18f3
Maine Sunday Telegram (2005 July 10). Manchester on the Move. www.
manchesternh.gov/CityGov/MED/files/8B15BCC97BE54662A403D9450B2956E8.p
df
New Hampshire Association of Regional Planning Commissions. Data 
Center. Available from: www.nharpc.org/infosheet.php
NH Office of Energy and Planning. NH Refugee Program. Refugee Facts. 
http://www.nh.gov/oep/programs/refugee/facts.htm
NH Office of Energy and Planning. Refugee Resettlement by Municipality:
Federal Fiscal Year 1998-2005. Available from: www.nh.gov/oep/programs/ 
DataCenter/Census/documents/NewHampshire.pdf
Rockingham Planning Commission. NH Counties Data. www.rpc-nh.org/ 
PDFs/data/census/NHCounties1990-2000.pdf
US Bureau of the Census. US Census 2000, population Estimates. 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/33/33015.html
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2. Economic Development
Davaasuren Sodnomdarjaa and 
Gerald Karush
The economic information presented in this section largely includes 
US and New Hampshire data and, when available, data on the 15 
combined cities and towns that comprise the Greater Manchester 
area, and on the City of Manchester.
These economic trends serve to provide a context to understand 
data on education, public health, and housing, which comprise the 
majority of this report.
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PERSONAL INCOME PER CAPITA, MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD 
INCOME, AND GROWTH RATE.
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 19-20 depict per capita and median household income for 
New Hampshire and Greater Manchester. These data allow a 
comparative economic view of the state and the Manchester area.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
The state of New Hampshire presents a strong economic picture. In 
2003 NH registered an average Per Capita Personal Income5 (PCPI) 
of $34,703. This PCPI ranked the Granite State 6th highest in the 
United States and 3rd highest in New England. PCPI growth lagged 
slightly behind the US during this period. The 2003 PCPI reflected 
a 1.7% increase for the year compared to 2.2% nationally. The 
Consumer Price Index grew 1.9% during this period.
New Hampshire's Median Household Income6 shows a similar 
pattern. The state's 2003 MHI was $55,166 (based on a 2001-2003 
moving average), which put NH at the top of five other states for 
highest income in 2003: New Jersey, Maryland, Alaska,
Connecticut, and Minnesota. Nationally, 2003 Median Household 
Income was much lower at $43,527.
CITY OF MANCHESTER
Manchester does not share New Hampshire's economic standing. In 
2000 the City registered a Per Capita Personal Income of $21,244, 
far lower than the state's. Manchester's median household income 
($40,774) was almost one-fifth lower than the state's.
DISCUSSION
The Per Capita and Household Income discrepancy between NH 
and Manchester is due at least in part to the larger proportion of 
non-family households in Manchester, given that non-family 
households tend to have lower incomes.
5 The Per Capita Personal Income is the mean income computed for every man, women 
and child in a particular group. It is derived by dividing the total income of a particular 
group by the total population in that group. SOURCE: 2000 U.S. Census data.
6 Median Household Income is based on household incomes in counties reported in the 
2000 US Census. The Median Household Income represents the middle point of the 
household income distribution; that is, there are an equal number of households with 
incomes lower than the median, and an equal number of households with incomes higher 
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EXHIBIT 19 
PER CAPITA INCOME
PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 2003
NH Per Capita Income
United States rank (excluding D.C.)
% change after adjusting for inflation using CPI 

















MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 2003
New Hampshire Median household income 
Manchester Median household income 













US PRICE INDEX 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 2003
Consumer Price Index, Year End 
December (U.S., 1982-1984=100) 









Source: US Census Bureau (̂ 2006). Business Patterns. New Hampshire;
NH ECONOMIC AND LABOR MARKET  INFORMAT ION  BUREAU
EXHIBIT 20 
HOUSEHOLD INCOME, 2000
Households By Household Income
Incom e
Source: US Census 2000 _________________________________________________________________
D AM  H ouseh olds  □  F a m ily  H ouseholds  □  N o n -F a m ily  H ouseholds
Source: HUD User (2006). Policy Development & Research Information Service. New Hampshire.
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OCCUPATIONAL EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 21-24 depict employment and wages data for New 
Hampshire and Greater Manchester. These data allow a view of 
comparative wages between the state and the Manchester area.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
New Hampshire has slightly lower average wages than the US and 
slightly faster growth. The growth in New Hampshire's average 
weekly wage in covered employment has slowed since a 7.9% 
expansion in 2000. Granite State workers were paid, on average, 
$718 per week in 2003, up 3.2% from 2002 and 7.5% since 2000. 
Nationally, employees were paid $726 a week in 2003, up 2.7% 
from 2002 and 6.9% from 2000. In 2000, there were 666,000 
people employed in New Hampshire, the number employed grew 
by 22,000 to 688,000 in 2003.
Most sectors in the Granite State experienced average weekly wage 
increases greater than the rate of inflation from 2000 to 2003. 
Real estate, rental and leasing topped the list with an increase of 
23.2% followed closely by Educational services with 21.2%. Only 
two sectors recorded a drop in average weekly wage from 2000 to
2003. Average weekly wages in the management of companies and 
enterprises declined by nearly 9% while information sector wages 
declined by only 0.1%.
CITY OF MANCHESTER
The Manchester 2005 average employment and wages are shown 
for private employment (e.g., producing goods and services) and 
government employment (e.g., working in federal, state, or local 
government). Some 66,257 people were employed in Manchester in 
June 2005. Wages are shown for entry, mean, median, and 
expected in January 2006. While the mean (average) wage of 
employees was around $18,800 per year, entry wages were half 
the average wage. The average weekly wage in the government 
sector is about $100 more than that of private sector employees.
DISCUSSION
Low private sector wages seem to be an important contributor to 
the differences in employee earnings between NH and Manchester.
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EXHIBIT 21. EMPLOYMENT
NH EMPLOYMENT 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 2003 2004











SOURCE: NH ECONOMIC AND LABOUR MARKET INFORMAT ION  BUREAU (2006).
EXHIBIT 22. NEW HAMPSHIRE PRIVATE EMPLOYMENT










1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Y e a rs
SOURCE: NH ECONOMIC AND LABOUR MARKET INFORMAT ION  BUREAU (2006).








Total, Private plus Government 66,257 66,185 $793.44
Total Private 58,821 58,582 $782.67
Goods Producing 9,375 9,322 $856.66
Services Providing 49,446 49,260 $768.67
Total Government 7,436 7,602 $876.41
Federal Government 2,437 2,446 $1,165.77
State Government 989 1,085 $620.39
Local Government 4,010 4,071 $770.80
SOURCE: NH ECONOMIC AND LABOUR MARKET  INFORMAT ION  BUREAU (2006).
EXHIBIT 24. MANCHESTER EMPLOYMENT & WAGES 2006
M A N C H ES TER  E M P LO Y M E N T W A G E , Jan 2006 
(by thousand $)
9.12
2 3.57  ,
18.76
□ Entry w age
■ M ean wag e
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HOW TO READ
Exhibits 25-27 depict unemployment data for New Hampshire and 
Manchester. These data allow a comparative view of the 
contributors to economic differentials between NH and Manchester.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Annual average unemployment7 had increased in NH but is now on 
the decrease. From 2000 to 2003 the number unemployed in the 
state increased by half, and the percent unemployed went from 
2.8% to 4.3%. However, this trend has been changing. NH 
unemployment dropped from 4.7% in 2002 to 4.3% in 2003 and 
3.7% in 2004. NH has the 5th lowest unemployment rate in the US, 
and compares favorably to New England (5.1%) and the US (6%).
The 2004 drop in unemployment was across different demographic 
groups including men, women and teens (16-19 years). Teens had 
the highest unemployment rate in 2004 of all age groups at 12.3%, 
down from 12.9% in 2003. The next highest unemployment rate 
was in the 20-24 age group, likely due to their relative lack of 
experience compared to older age cohorts. The unemployment rate 
for the 20-24 group was 5.7% in 2004, down from 7.6% in 2003.
CITY OF MANCHESTER
Annual unemployment in Manchester increased by 0.4% in 2004 to 
4%, which is comparable to the NH rate at the time. For the earlier 
years this decade, the unemployment rate in Manchester has been 
a little higher than the NH average, but considerably lower than the 
US average. In January 2006 Manchester unemployment had risen 
to 4.4%, which still compares well to New England and the US.
DISCUSSION
Most workers in Manchester are employed. The unemployment rate 
in the City of Manchester does not appear to be a major contributor 
to economic differentials between NH and the Manchester area. 
Low private sector wages is more likely the problem.
7 All civilians 16 years old or older are classified as unemployed if they: (1) were neither at work nor with a job but 
not at work during the reference week, and (2) were looking for work during the prior four weeks, and (3) were 
available to accept a job. Also included as unemployed are civilians who didn't work at all during the reference week 
and were waiting to be called back to a job from which they had been laid off. Source: Nebraska DL, 2002.
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EXHIBIT 25
NEW HAMPSHIRE UNEMPLOYMENT, 2000-2004
NH UNEMPLOYMENT 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Unemployed (annual average) 19,000 24,000 33,000 31,000 27,000
NH Unemployment Rate (annual average) 2.8% 3.5% 4.7% 4.3% 3.7%
NH Unemployment Rate: Men 2.8% 3.7% 4.8% 4.5% 4.0%
NH Unemployment Rate: Women 2.8% 3.4% 4.6% 4.1% 3.3%
NH Unemployment Rate: Teens (16-19) 9.6% 11.9% 11.9% 12.9% 12.3%
NH United States rank ( 1=lowest) 6 8 16 5 6
New England Unemployment Rate 3.0% 3.8% 4.6% 5.1% 4.0%
United States Unemployment Rate 4.0% 4.7% 5.8% 6.0% 5.5%
SOURCE: NH ECONOMIC AND LABOUR MARKET INFORMAT ION  BUREAU (2006).
EXHIBIT 26
NEW HAMPSHIRE UNEMPLOYMENT BY GENDER & TEENS
UNEMPLOYMENT RATE BY GENDER AND TEENS, NH
1 6 .0 %  -
£  1 2 .0 %  -  
C£
LLI




1  4 .0 %  -
0 .0 %
2 00 0 2001 2002 2003 2004
SOURCE: NH ECONOMIC AND LABOUR MARKET  INFORMAT ION  BUREAU (2006).
EXHIBIT 27
MANCHESTER UNEMPLOYMENT 1994-2006
MANCHESTER UNEMPLOYMENT 1994 2001 2002 2004 Jan-06
Annual Average Civilian Labor Force 52,692 na na 62,059 na
Unemployed 2,705 na na 2,489 na
Unemployment rate 5.1% na na 4.0% 4.4%
Source: US Department of Labor (2006). Bureau of Labor Statistics. New Hampshire.
□  men
□  teens 16-19
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POVERTY
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 28-29 depict poverty New Hampshire and Manchester 
data. These data allow a comparative view of contributors to 
economic differentials between the state and Manchester.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
New Hampshire as a state does not have a significant poverty8 
problem. This does not mean that pockets of poverty do not exist, 
but the state's 2001-2003 average poverty rate at 6% was the 
lowest in New England and less than half of the national poverty 
rate (12.1%). Nationally both the number of citizens living in 
poverty (up 1.3 million to 35.9 million) and the poverty rate (up 
0.4% to 12.5%) increased between 2002 and 2003. The poverty 
rate in the Northeast remained steady at 11.3%, almost twice that 
of NH. In NH, poverty is most pronounced among children under 5 
(12.2%) than for the overall population ( 6.4% in 2003).
CITY OF MANCHESTER
The City of Manchester does have a poverty problem. According to 
the 2000 Census Bureau, Manchester families below the poverty 
level and individuals below the poverty level were 7.7% and 
10.6%, respectively, of the City. However, while these percentages 
are a bit higher than the NH average, they are considerably lower 
than that of the United States (9.2% and 12.4% respectively).
DISCUSSION
Poverty in the City of Manchester appears to be a contributor to 
economic differentials between the state and the Manchester area. 
But the poverty rate in the City is far lower than US standards.
8 Poverty thresholds are standards used by federal agencies for statistical purposes such as preparing estimates of 
the number of Americans living in poverty each year. Poverty thresholds vary by size of family and the number of 
related children under 18 years and are revised annually to allow for changes in the cost of living as reflected in the 
Consumer Price Index. The average poverty threshold for family of four persons was $17.603 in 2000.
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NEW HAMPSHIRE POVERTY, 2003
Community Indicators: Greater Manchester, New Hampshire.
AGES Number 90% Confidence 
Interval
Percent 90% Confidence 
Interval
All ages 81,647 73,103 to 90,191 6.4% 5.7 to 7.0%
Ages 0-17 23,721 19,721 to 27,721 7.8% 6.5 to 9.1%
Ages 5-17 13,110 9,953 to 16,267 5.7% 4.3 to 7.1%
Age 5 8,809 6,570 to 11,047 12.2% 9.1 to 15.3%
























□  Families 
■ Individuals
MANCHESTER UNITED STATES
Source: US Census Bureau (2006). Poverty. New Hampshire.
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STATE GOVERNMENT
GENERAL REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 30-31 depict revenue data for New Hampshire. These data 
allow a comparative view of revenue and investments at the state 
level.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Major revenue contributors in the state are business taxes ($408 
million), the meals and rooms tax ($184.5 million), and the state 
education property tax retained locally ($443.4 million). Estate and 
legacy tax receipts exceeded budget plans. Projected revenues 
from this source may have been reduced because of changes in the 
law that will gradually eliminate this tax. However, these revenues 
came in $15.6 million above budget. Business taxes, 40% of which 
are allotted to education, totaled $408.0 million for the 2004 fiscal 
year. This was $4.2 million over expectations. However, revenues 
from the business enterprise tax, which is based on the enterprise 
value tax of the company and the total compensation paid, were 
$61.3 million more than the estimated budget.
Education is not the biggest general fund expense in the state. 
According to the revised executive budget summary for fiscal years 
2004-2005 (February 2003) Health and social services is the largest 
expense, accounting for over 40% of adjusted 2003 expenditures; 
this is driven by Medicaid expenses. Education was second largest 
with just over 20%, followed by general government expenses at 
almost 19%. These levels were expected to remain about the same 
with the projected expenses for fiscal year 2005. But projected 
increases are demanding more funds. The huge influence that the 
Medicaid program has on total expenses as well as on projected 
increases led the Department of Health and Human Services to 
propose changes to transform Medicaid in New Hampshire.
DISCUSSION
NH government revenue and expenditures per $1,000 Personal 
Income or Per Capita Income are considerably lower than the US 
average; ranked 37 to 50 in the US between 2000 and 2004. And 
the NH relative position has been decreasing. For example, the NH 
rank for government expenditures in education dropped 5 steps 
(from 43 to 48) and expenditure for public welfare and highway 
dropped over 10 steps during this period.
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EXHIBIT 30
NEW HAMPSHIRE GENERAL REVENUE, 2000-2003
NH GOV GENERAL REVENUE 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 2003 2004
Administrative Services (millions) $3,129.6 $3,230.2 $3,473.2 $3,732.8 na
From Federal Government (millions) $957.7 $983.3 $1,072.0 $1,198.7 na
As reported by Consensus Bureau $3,875.9 $3,999.5 $4,390.7 na na
From Taxes $1,696.1 $1,775.6 $1,897.0 na na
Revenue @$1,000 Personal Income
New Hampshire $93.56 $93.65 $101.00 na na
United States $149.71 $120.37 $119.79 na na
United States rank 46 49 na na
General Revenue per Capita
New Hampshire $3,136 $3,177 $3,639 na na
United States $3,509 $3,685 $3,820 na na
United States rank 38 42 34 na na
SOURCE: NH ECONOMIC AND LABOUR MARKET INFORMAT ION  BUREAU (2006).
EXHIBIT 31
NEW HAMPSHIRE GENERAL EXPENDITURES, 2000-2003
NH GOVERNMENT
EXPENDITURES 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 2003 2004
Administrative Services ( millions) 












General Expenditures Per $1,000 
Personal Income
New Hampshire $93.76 $91.10 $101.01 na na
United States $114.55 $119.79 $125.08 na na
United States rank 43 50 na na na
For Education 43 48 na na na
For Public Welfare 28 37 na na na
For Highways 28 38 na na na
General Expenditures per Capita
New Hampshire $3,143 $3,090 $3,278 na na
United States $3,437 $3,664 na na na
United States rank 37 42 na na na
SOURCE: NH ECONOMIC AND LABOUR MARKET INFORMAT ION  BUREAU (2006).
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ECONOMIC INDICATORS
Indicators Data Frequency
Per capita income, growth rate, inflation (CPI), 
NH and US, NH versus other states 
Employment by gender and industry sector, 
NH and US, NH versus other states 
Unemployment rate by gender and age, NH 
and US, NH versus other states 
Poverty level, NH and US 
Median household income, NH and US, NH 
versus other states
State government general revenue and 










New Hampshire Division of Economic Development (2006). Available at: 
www.nheconomy.com/nheconomy/dredweb/main/index.php
New Hampshire Economic and Labor Market Information Bureau (2006). 
Available at: www.nhes.state.nh.us/elmi/pubs.htm
New Hampshire Employment Security (2006). Economic and Labor 
Market Information Bureau. OESFiles. Available at: www.nhes.state.nh.us/ 
elmi/oesfiles/State/TOC000.htm
New Hampshire Employment Security (2006). Economic and Labor 
Market Information Bureau. Employment & Wages. Available at: 
www.nhes.state.nh.us/elmi/covempwagquart.html
US Census Bureau (2006). County Business Patterns. Available at: 
www.census.gov/epcd/cbp/view/cbpview.html
US Census Bureau (2006). Poverty. Available at: www.census.gov/hhes/ 
www/poverty/poverty.html
US Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (2006). 
Available at: www.bea.gov
US Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (2006). BEA 
Economic Areas. Available at: www.bea.gov/bea/regional/docs/econlist.cfm
US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (2006). Available at: 
www.bls.gov
US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (2006). New 
Flampshire. Available at: www.bls.gov/eag/eag.NH.htm
US Office of Housing and Urban Development (2006). State of the Cities 
Data Systems (SOCDS). Available at: http://socds.huduser.org/index.html
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r
3. Education
There are many educational performance indicators that may be 
used to track educational progress in the Greater Manchester area. 




■ Per Pupil expenditures
■ Free or Reduced Lunch Programs
■ Student Teacher Ratios
Since education is organized by municipal or regional school 
districts, many of these data will focus on the Manchester area.
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DIVERSITY IN THE SCHOOL SYSTEM
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 32 depicts diversity data for the Greater Manchester area at 
two points in time. These data allow a comparative view of how 
diversity is changing in Manchester.
GREATER MANCHESTER
Historically, New Hampshire has been one of the least racially and 
ethnically diverse states in the nation. However, the minority and 
immigrant population is growing rapidly, which raises important 
issues for the future of education and community life in Greater 
Manchester.
A recent study by Harvard surveyed high school seniors in 
Cambridge, MA and examined their attitudes towards diversity in 
the school system (Kurlaender & Yun, 2002). The results included:
■ Students appeared to have positive educational impacts.
■ Students reported a strong level of comfort with members of 
other racial and ethnic groups.
■ Students indicated that their school experiences have 
increased their level of understanding of diverse points of 
view, and enhanced their desire to interact with people of 
different backgrounds in the future.
■ Students reported that they have been strongly affected by 
their school experiences.
Throughout the 2000-2001 academic year, the Manchester Area 
had a student population of 46,440. In the 2004-2005 academic 
year, this dropped to 43,155, a slight decline of 3,285 students. 
During this same time period, the white, non-Hispanic student 
population decreased from 93.6% to 90.2%. However, the diversity 
increased for this area. The student population saw the highest 
increase in Hispanic students (from 1,395 to 2,104), followed by 
Black, non-Hispanic students (from 801 to 1,238), and Asian 
students (from 638 to 738).
DISCUSSION
The demographics of New Hampshire are changing and these are 
important issues both for future education in the state and for 
community life the Manchester Area. Issues such as language 
barriers, culturally appropriate representation, and efforts to make 
the schools more inclusive will become imperative as the student 
demographics and community needs change.
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EXHIBIT 32
DIVERSITY IN MANCHESTER REGIONAL SCHOOLS
1
Melissa Nemon of SNHU presents her research at the Education Community Forum.
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GRADUATES: WHERE DO THEY GO?
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 33 and 34 depict graduation rates for New Hampshire over 
time and for the Greater Manchester area in 2003-2004. In both 
cases the data show activity post graduation. These data allow a 
comparative view of Greater Manchester and the state.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
The proportion of NH students going on to higher education or 
training (e.g., university, college, technical college, certificate 
programs) has increased gradually over time to 72.3% in 2004. 
The number going to work or unemployed or in the military after 
high school has been decreasing over time to slightly over 22% in
2004. There were 13,847 high school graduates; approximately 
98.5% earned a standard diploma.
GREATER MANCHESTER
Hillsborough County had 4,499 graduates and Rockingham County 
had 3,032 graduates in 2004; the two counties comprised almost 
55% of all NH 2004 graduates. Greater Manchester had a higher 
proportion of students going into higher education (76.4%) and a 
lower proportion going to work, unemployed or in the armed forces 
(20%) than NH in 2004. This is a promising picture for the area.
DISCUSSION
The ability of high school graduates to continue on to higher 
education or vocational training reflects the success of the school 
system in this regional economy. Preparing students to continue 
their education or training not only improves their ability to attain 
better employment, higher wages, and ultimately higher aggregate 
earnings, but also creates spillover benefits to society. Students 
who pursue higher education are more likely to engage in 
public/civic life, contribute more to the economy, are less likely to 
be chronically unemployed, on welfare or dependent on social 
services, and less likely to commit violent crimes. These data 
suggest a proportional advantage by Greater Manchester over the 
state as a whole.
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EXHIBIT 33
GRADUATION, NEW HAMPSHIRE 1998-2004
SOURCES: NH Department of Education (2005c); NH Department of Education (2006b).
EXHIBIT 34
GRADUATION, GREATER MANCHESTER 2003-2004
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DROPOUT RATES
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 35 depicts dropout rates for Greater Manchester area high 
schools and the New Hampshire average. These data allow 
comparisons for this indicator of student failure and loss.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
The NH Department of Education defines a dropout as
■ Any student who completed the school year but did not return 
to school in September of the following school year or
■ Any student who dropped out at the beginning of the school 
year and did not return by October 1st of that year.
■ Not counted as dropouts are students who are home bound 
or home schooled, suspended/temporarily expelled, transfers, 
truants, incarcerated, or deceased.
Attendance means full-time participation in a program of instruction 
at the school district. The annual student attendance rate for the 
state, measured as the share of students who attend the minimum 
number of days per school year, remained constant at 94.5% 
between the 2000-2001 and 2003-2004 academic school years. 
Attendance rates are relatively high at the elementary level 
(95.7%) and decline at the high school level (92.7%). By this 
definition, NH reports an annual dropout rate of 4%.
This approach to measuring dropout is likely to underestimate the 
problem. Dropouts are accurately measured using a cohort method 
that tracks students entering 9th grade class through graduation.
GREATER MANCHESTER
The annual dropout estimate is lower than the state in Londonderry 
and Goffstown, average in Manchester West, Timberlane, and 
Pinkerton, and higher in Manchester Central and Memorial HS. The 
Central HS rate, if measured using a cohort method may yield a 
dropout percentile rate in the 40's, which is quite high. These data 
show a quite notable differential within Greater Manchester.
DISCUSSION
Consistent attendance is key to academic achievement. Typically, 
low dropout rates indicate engagement by students to learn and 
effectiveness for the school system. While many large-scale studies 
have been done examining dropout, local studies are needed to 
accurately assess the extent of the problem and its causes.
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EXHIBIT 35
DROPOUTS, MANCHESTER 2003-2004













Londonderry Goffstown HS Manchester Manchester Manchester Timberlane Pinkerton 
HS Central HS Memorial HS West HS Reg HS Academy
SOURCES: NH Department of Education (2002b); NH Department of Education (2006a).
A lighter moment during open discussion at the Community Forum on Education.
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FREE AND REDUCED PRICE LUNCH (POVERTY)
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 36 depicts free and reduced lunch rates for Greater 
Manchester and the New Hampshire average. These data allow 
comparisons for this indicator of low income status and poverty.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
To qualify for free meals, a student's annual family income must be 
less than 130% of the poverty rate. Students from households with 
incomes between 130% and 185% of the poverty rate qualify for 
reduced-price meals. The 2005 NH rate of public school students 
qualifying for the free or reduced lunch was 17.6%, which indicates 
a high rate of poverty among families of state schoolchildren. This 
rate reflects a 1.2% increase from the 16.4% of students who 
qualified in 2003.
GREATER MANCHESTER
Greater Manchester has a far lower average percentage of students 
eligible for the free or reduced lunch program (8.66% in 2005) 
than the NH average; Bedford (1.3%), Hampstead (2.3%) and 
Chester (34%) had the lowest rates. However, it is again important 
to note a high differential between the area and the City. 
Manchester had a poverty rate of 30.5% almost twice that of NH.
DISCUSSION
Children need to be healthy and nourished to learn. Poverty and 
low socioeconomic status can be a major barrier to education. The 
number of children who qualify for free or reduced school lunches 
in public schools is a widely-used indicator of childhood 
poverty. While Greater Manchester fares well in this indicator when 
compared to the state, the City of Manchester has a very high rate 
suggestive of childhood poverty and its concomitant effects on the 
children's ability to learn, particularly in the earlier years.
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EXHIBIT 36
FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH, MANCHESTER 2004-2005
Participants discuss potential intervention strategies at the Community Forum on Education, moderated by
Patrick Tufts, President and CEO of Heritage United Way.
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STUDENT TEACHER RATIO
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 37 depicts student-teacher ratios for New Hampshire and 
the Greater Manchester region over time. These data allow 
comparisons for this indicator of school instructional capacity.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
New Hampshire public school student-teacher ratios have been 
decreasing over the last few years. This is a good trend. By 2004­
2005, New Hampshire public schools had an average of 13.2 
students per class, down from 15.4 in 1998-1999. The NH average 
ratio has stayed between 13.2 and 13.5 for the past 3 academic 
years. This is consistent with other New England states: CT=13.6, 
MA=13.6, ME=11.5, NH=13.2, RI=13.4, and VT=11.3. The NH 
ratio is well below the national average of 17.6 for public schools.
GREATER MANCHESTER
Public school student-teacher ratios in Greater Manchester have 
also been decreasing over the last few years, to 14 students per 
teacher in 2005. The Greater Manchester ratios are higher than the 
NH average and lower than the US average. Derry Cooperative has 
the highest student-to-teacher ratio at 17.3 while Candia has the 
lowest at 11.7. In the city of Manchester, the student-to-teacher 
ratio is 15.7, the highest since the 2000-2001 academic year.
DISCUSSION
Classroom learning can be improved greatly when students have a 
smaller class size. This allows for the teacher to incorporate more 
one-on-one interaction and better focus their efforts while the 
students develop better learning skills and gain academic 
confidence. The lower the ratio of student to teacher, the more 
individual attention and time teachers can spend on their students. 
NH and, to a slightly lesser extent, Greater Manchester fare well in 
this regard, enjoying fairly low public school student-teacher ratios.
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EXHIBIT 37
STUDENT TEACHER RATIO 1999-2005
Participants rank potential intervention strategies at the end of the Community Forum on Education. Ranked 
strategies are proposed to Heritage United Way as recommendations to guide strategic philanthropy.
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LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL PER PUPIL 
EXPENDITURES
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 38-40 depict revenue, sources, and expenditures per pupil 
for New Hampshire, the US and Greater Manchester. These data 
allow comparisons for this indicator of investments and resources in 
public education.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Exhibit 38 shows that local and state revenues are the principal 
sources for education; that revenues for education have been 
increasing annually at local, state and federal levels; and that local 
revenues have caught up and marginally exceed NH revenues. 
Exhibit 40 shows that increasing revenues translate into growing 
annual spending, and that New Hampshire's spending has been 
growing faster than the US, and is now close but below the US 
average spending per pupil per year (NH $7800, US $8,000).
GREATER MANCHESTER
Exhibit 39 shows revenue sources for the Manchester School 
District. Overall revenue increased 24% from 2000-01 to 2003-04. 
While local taxation, state and federal aid all increased during this 
period, their relative contribution to revenue changed. Local 
taxation increased strongly, from 40 to 46% of all revenue, while 
State Adequacy Aid dropped from 49% to 43% and Federal Aid 
increased slightly from 4.6% to 5.8% of all revenue (to $895 
million). To achieve this pre-eminent role, Local Taxation grew by 
41% during this period (almost at twice the rate of total revenue) 
to $954 million in 2003-04.
DISCUSSION
Local taxation for education is supported by property taxes. The 
emerging leading role of local taxation in funding local public 
education is behind educational improvements such as reduced 
student-teacher ratios. Enhanced local taxation is made possible by 
rapidly growing property values in the Greater Manchester area. 
Public education is a direct beneficiary. Increasing property values 
(and bills, not tax rates), as we shall see later, affect residents on a 
fixed income, lower income, and the supply and availability of 
affordable and workforce housing.
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Local, State and Federal School District Revenues
□ Local □ State □ Federal
New Hampshire [Department of Education (2005f)
EXHIBIT 39. SCHOOL DISTRICT REVENUE SOURCES
School District Revenues
2000-2001 
$ (in mil) %
2001-2002 
$ (in mil) %
2002-2003 
$ (in mil) %
2003-2004 
$ (in mil) %
Local Taxation 675.6 4 0 .4% 727.8 4 1 .0% 830.5 4 3 .4% 953.8 46 .0%
Tuition, Food & Other Local Aid 40.9 2 .4% 25.5 1 .4% 28.5 1.5% 39.2 1.9%
State Adequacy Aid 824.0 4 9 .4% 880.7 4 9 .6% 896.2 4 6 .9% 894.5 43 .1%
Other State Aid 53.8 3 .2% 57.2 3 .2% 54.5 2 .9% 66.9 3 .2%
Federal Aid 77.4 4 .6% 85.9 4 .8% 101.9 5 .3% 120.5 5 .8%
Other 0.6 0 .0% 0.1 0 .0% 0.3 0 .0% 0.5 0 .0%
TOTAL $1,672.3 100.0% $1,777.2 100.0% $1,911.9 100.0% $2,075.4 100.0%
New Hampshire Department of Education (2005f)
EXHIBIT 40. PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
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Participants listen to ideas and strategies at the Community Forum on Education.
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PROPOSED EDUCATION INTERVENTIONS
Planning teams identified and recruited Public Forum participants. 
The 32 participants included 12 educators and K-12 administrators, 
2 parents, 13 community leaders, daycare providers, business, 
civic, and 5 higher education professionals in Greater Manchester. 
The goal was to engage a representative group of stakeholders in a 
data-driven discussion of educational needs/strategies for Greater 
Manchester. Participants discussed various education issues, 
identified 50 potential interventions, then priority-ranked the top 
three intervention strategies.
Three interventions emerged as the top strategies to recommend 
to Heritage United Way: (1) Preschool for all children; (2) promote 
Community School model; and (3) Diversity training. All can be 
addressed by Heritage United Way and municipal partners. The top 
strategy interventions are listed below.
TOP INTERVENTIONS
INTERVENTION CATEGORY VOTES
1. Early upstream intervention: preschool for all children Preschool 20
and early literature skill building
2. Promote Community School model Elementary+ 11
3. Diversity training for administrators, teachers, counselors Training 5
The Education issues discussed by participants, which ultimately led 
to intervention ideas, are listed below grouped by areas.
EDUCATION ISSUES DISCUSSED
Data Issues / Program Evaluation Issues
Percentage of students in special education
Evaluate socio-economic status of families and education levels
Count and status of homeless students in Manchester
State data project: i.4.see
Current data on dropout rates
Survey database
No data on kids who do not make it 
No assessment of curriculum quality 
No assessment on school performance 
Data on homeless students
Evaluate school administration and use of community resources 
Difference: special education students and behavioral problem students 
Data on suspension/expulsion rates
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Infrastructure / Policy / Government Issues
Preschool issues 
Literacy issues 
Adult basic education issues 
Public health of children
Representation of minority teachers to student population 
Lists of available grants/programs and students currently involved 
Social awareness/promotion about dropout rates 
Early childhood/Headstart programs issues 
Education of teachers for preschool (under age 5)
School preparedness for kindergarten students going to the 1st grade
Alternative education concern: Algebra mandate by 2009
Reduction of sports programs / after school activities
Large or impersonal schools
School buildings: why aren't they open all day?
Manchester schools have different issues than surrounding area schools 
Better define the relationship between social issues (i.e. pregnancy) and education 
No Child Left Behind Act creates perception problems
Parent and Community Involvement Issues / School Outreach Issues
How do parents feel about the educational system?
Immigrant students: integration, cultural competency
Lack of awareness of community programs
No guide for Manchester services
No centralized hub for information
Help immigrants who speak English get ESOL certification
There is no childcare available for ESOL participants
Community investment in youth and youth investment in community
Holistic view: communities, schools and parents
How open are schools to community input?
Parental involvement is high in elementary and then drops off dramatically 
Schools put in for grant solo -  no parental input 
How do we define student success?
Below is an outline of all the interventions proposed by participants. 
These proposals are annotated with the relevant strategy category 
(below) and priority rankings (potential interventions table below).
EDUCATION INTERVENTIONS PROPOSED VOTES
Early intervention / Preschool / Elementary School
Full day kindergarten with busing 2
Success-by-Six program 3
Preschool interventions for special needs youth: social-emotional development 4
All students read by 3rd grade 1
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Middle school -  every student involved in an extra-curricular activity
Adult mentor for every student in middle school
Early college awareness for middle school
Identify at-risk students in middle school
Career education at middle school
High School
High school -  every student should have two extra-curricular activities
High school -  every student should have 2 adult mentors and 1 student mentor
Every student enters 9th grade with a graduation plan
High school outreach for minority students
Post-secondary training for non-college bound students
Alternative Education / Adult Education
Adult education offered all times of day
Alternative education programs: credit recovery and summer school
Company based apprenticeships
Separate adult education and literacy teaching
Improve alternative education
Overall Education System Changes
Minority role modeling for students, parents and alumni
Extended school days
K-12 fitness/exercise program
Help center for parents and student to locate help, resource, and advice 
Student information systems: electronic with parental access 
University/community/school partnerships 
Develop frameworks for parents/school relationships 
Data collection project
Expand and support existing programs -  coordination 
Smaller classrooms
Change perceptions of student success 
Infrastructure / Policy / Government Changes
Start community discussion about education as an investment of taxes 
The effects of involvement in childcare by business/industry 
Commitment of city government 
Increase teacher's salaries (especially preschool)
Create a holistic approach 
Parent training for involvement 
Treat schools like a community organizations 
Resource guide
Community awareness programs on the importance of education
HUW as a convener of organizations and programs in the community
Address the lack of affordable childcare
Address the lack of available transportation
Initiatives to eliminate the No Child Left Behind Act
Family environment
Immigrant transitions programs
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There are many public health indicators that may be used to track 
progress in the Greater Manchester area. Indicators for this study 
were selection passed on the following criteria:
■ Indicator is worth measuring
■ Measurable to diverse populations
■ Data is easily understood by decision makers
■ Information may spur action
■ Action outcomes will be measurable over time
The goals of this section are to help promote the following:
■ Identify health care system needs
■ Promote lower rates of disease and mortality
■ Reduce racial/ethnic disparities in health outcomes
■ Invest in healthy children and adolescents
■ Promote Healthy Behavior
■ Reduce environmental hazards
Page 55
Community Indicators: Greater Manchester, New Hampshire.
HEART DISEASE & STROKE
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 41-42 depict incidence and risk factors in heart disease and 
stroke in Greater Manchester. Hospitals serve persons beyond their 
host municipalities, so these data are regional indicators for these 
disease entities.
GREATER MANCHESTER
Exhibit 41 shows hospitalizations and emergency room visits to 
Manchester hospitals for heart disease and stroke from 1998 to 
2001. Heart disease hospitalizations represent the largest group, 
followed by heart-related emergency room visits. But both 
hospitalizations and ER visits for heart disease and stroke increased 
during this period.
Exhibit 42 shows risk factors in heart disease and stroke. High 
blood pressure and high blood cholesterol are two major 
independent risk factors for heart disease and stroke. Other risk 
factors include diabetes, tobacco use, physical inactivity, poor 
nutrition, and being overweight or obese. In summary:
■ Heart disease and stroke are the #1 and #4 killers, respectively, 
of the residents of Manchester.
■ Together, they account for 40% of all Manchester deaths.
■ From 1997 to 2001, the average age-adjusted, heart disease- 
related death rate was 283 per 100,000 people. This is nearly 
60% higher than the national objective of 166 heart disease- 
related deaths per 1 0 0 , 0 0 0  people and also notably higher than 
the national average of 196 per 100,000 reported by the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services for 2000
DISCUSSION
A key strategy for addressing these risk factors for heart disease 
and stroke, therefore their incidence, morbidity and mortality, is 
public education and prevention (e.g., screening for early case 
finding and intervention). Given the pre-eminent role of heart 
disease and stroke in the Greater Manchester area, public 
education and prevention should be important priorities. 
Nonetheless, for all of the risk factors assessed, the Manchester 
data appears largely consistent with national figures.
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EXHIBIT 41
MANCHESTER, HEART AND STROKE HOSPITAL VISITS
Heart and Stroke-related Hospitalizations and Emergency Room 
Visits, Manchester 1998-2001
□  H e a rt-re la te d  H o sp ita liza tio n s
□  S tro k e -re la te d  H o sp ita liza tio n s
□  H e a rt-re la te d  E R  v is it










1998 1999 2000 2001
SOURCE: Center for Disease Control and Prevention. Chronic Diseases: The Leading Causes o f Death in NH.
EXHIBIT 42
RISK FACTORS IN HEART DISEASE AND STROKE
■  US □  NH
0 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Ever been told 
had high 
b lo o d  p ressu re




(se lf-re p o rte d )




se lf-rep o rted )
Not eating five 
servings of fruits 
and vegetables 
per day (adult 
sclf-rcportcd)
Source: BRFSS 200J
SOURCE: Center for Disease Control and Prevention. 
Chronic Diseases: The Leading Causes o f Death in NH.
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CANCER BURDEN
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 43-45 depict mortality for cancer in the US and New 
Hampshire, Hillsborough County, and cancer screening in 
Manchester and Nashua. These data provide regional indicators 
that allow comparisons.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Exhibit 43 shows death rate differences between New Hampshire 
and the US for 2004, with New Hampshire having a slightly greater 
number of cancer deaths. Cancer is the second leading cause of 
death in the United States, accounting for one out of every four 
deaths. In 2004, the American Cancer Society stated:
■ 1,368,030 new cancer cases would be diagnosed in the US, 
including 6,290 in New Hampshire.
■ Cancer is the second leading cause of death in New 
Hampshire accounting for 22% of all deaths.
■ NH ranks ninth and fifth in the nation in breast and colorectal 
cancer death rates, respectively.
GREATER MANCHESTER
In Hillsborough County (Exhibit 44) four types of cancer account for 
the majority of new cases and deaths: lung, colorectal, breast and 
prostrate. Manchester death rates from lung, colorectal and breast 
cancers exceed national objectives.
Exhibit 45 shows cancer screening practices in the Manchester/ 
Nashua Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. Among age- 
appropriate adults living in the Manchester-Nashua SMSA, over half 
have not undergone colon cancer screening by sigmoidoscopy or 
colonoscopy. Among age-appropriate women, 64% reported never 
having a mammogram; 14% were not in compliance with breast 
cancer screening recommendations. Similar evidence of poor 
preventive screening was found for occult fecal blood, prostate- 
specific antigen, and digital rectal exams.
DISCUSSION
The evidence supports a conclusion that higher cancer death rates 
in Greater Manchester are at least in part a function of poor access 
to primary care and preventive screening. These problems respond 
well to public education programs and free screening services.
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EXHIBIT 43
AVERAGE ANNUAL AGE-ADJUSTED DEATH RATE FOR CANCER
PER 100,000 PERSONS: NH & US IN 2004
NEW HAMPSHIRE NATIONAL
205.2 199.8
SOURCE: Center for Disease Control and Prevention. Chronic Diseases: The Leading Causes of Death in NH.
EXHIBIT 44
AVERAGE ANNUAL AGE-ADJUSTED DEATH RATE FOR CANCER
Hillsborough County, New Hampshire, 1997-2001
Cancer Average Average Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual
type Annual # Annual Death Decline in Death Incidence Incidence
of Deaths Rate* Rate Number Rate*
Lung 117 53.5 2 .0 % 225 67.7
Colorectal 76 23 2 .6 % 175 52.9
Breast 52 26.5 1.5% 255 134.5
Prostate 34 30.9 0.4% 267 183.6
* Per 100,000 population
SOURCE: Center for Disease Control and Prevention. Chronic Diseases: The Leading Causes of Death in NH.
EXHIBIT 45








2 0 % - 
1 0 % - 
0 %
US NH
□ Did not have a mammogram in the last 2 years
□ Did not have a Pap smear in the last 3 years
□ Did not have a sigmoidoscopy/colonoscopy in the last 5 years ( 50+)
□ Did not have a fecal occult blood test in last year (50+)
H Had a prostate-specific antigen (PSA) within the last year (50+)
□ Had a digital rectal in the last year (50+)
SOURCE: City of Manchester Department of Health. Cancer Report Card.
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DIABETES BURDEN
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 46-48 depict incidence and mortality for diabetes in the US, 
NH and the City of Manchester, and provide comparative indicators.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Exhibit 46 shows age-adjusted mortality from diabetes per 100,000 
residents between 1999 and 2001. Age-adjusted mortality from 
diabetes in NH is marginally lower than the US average during 
these years. New Hampshire does not have a disproportionate 
problem with this disease condition relative to the US.
MANCHESTER
The same cannot be said for the City of Manchester (Exhibit 46). 
The age-adjusted mortality from diabetes in Manchester is higher 
than the US average and almost 20% higher than the NH average 
during these years. The City of Manchester has a disproportionate 
problem with diabetes, often a chronic but manageable disease.
■ 3% of adults with diabetes report never being told by a 
physician that they had diabetes.
■ Slightly more than 3% of all deaths are directly attributed to 
diabetes --this rate far exceeds that of the state and the U.S.
Population health disparities contribute to diabetes mortality. Many 
diseases disproportionately affect minorities and low-income 
communities. Economic, social, environmental, and genetic factors 
often contribute to these health disparities. But the two lower 
tables show that incidence of diabetes in NH for African-Americans 
and Latinos is lower than the US average (significantly lower for 
African-Americans). Mortality from diabetes is also far lower for 
African-American males in New Hampshire than the US average.
DISCUSSION
Population health disparities do not appear to account for diabetes 
mortality in the City of Manchester. Access to primary/preventive 
care may again be at the root of this chronic but manageable 
disease; access to primary/preventive care may be a function of 
inadequate or insufficient health insurance. Diabetes mortality may 
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EXHIBIT 46










City of Manchester New Hampshire United States




White 5.5% 6 .6 %
Black 4.5% 1 0 .2 %
Hispanic 6 .0 % 6.4%
Other 5.4% 6 .2 %
Multi Racial 1 0 .6 % 7.9%
Total 5.6% 7.2%
SOURCE: Trust for America's Health. The State o f Your Heath: New Hampshire.
EXHIBIT 48





* Rates per 100,000 age-adjusted to the 2000 US standard. 
SOURCE: National Center for Health Statistics.
Diabetes Age-Adjusted Mortality Rates Per 100,000 Residents of 
Manchester, NH, and US. 1999-2001
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OBESITY
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 49 depicts incidence of obesity in New Hampshire and the 
City of Manchester, providing comparative indicators.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
The prevalence of obesity is high in New Hampshire (56.2%), yet 
similar to that observed nationwide (57%).
■ New Hampshire has 43rd highest rate of adult obesity in U.S.
■ 27% of New Hampshire adults report getting no physical 
activity.
■ 74% of New Hampshire adults report eating less than five 
servings of fruit and vegetables per day.
■ 9% of New Hampshire students in grades 9-12 are obese.
GREATER MANCHESTER
The prevalence of overweight and obesity is high in the City of 
Manchester and in the rest of New Hampshire (Exhibit 49). The 
prevalence of obesity is slightly higher in Manchester than in the 
rest of New Hampshire.
■ 58% of adults over 18 years in Manchester were overweight 
or obese, as defined by BMI greater than 25.
■ 39% of first-graders were overweight and 19% were obese.
DISCUSSION
Obesity is associated with adverse health problems, such as high 
blood pressure, elevated cholesterol levels, heart disease, stroke, 
diabetes, and colon and breast cancer. The high rates of obesity in 
Manchester can be expected to have a deleterious impact on the 
health status of the population. Obesity may respond well to public 
education programs and access to screening/preventive services.
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EXHIBIT 49
PERCENT OF ADULTS OVER 18 YEARS OVERWEIGHT OR OBESE
OVERWEIGHT Overweight or Not Overweight Total Population
Obese* or Obese over 18 years **
Manchester 58.2% 41.8% 81,648
Rest of NH 56.2% 43.8% 844,576
* Overweight/Body Mass Index (BMI) equal to or greater than 25, but less than 30. Obese: Body Mass Index (BMI) 
equal to or greater than 30. BMI = weight in Kg/height in m2. Normal weight: BMI<25.
** From 2000 US Census Data
SOURCES: City of Manchester Department of Health, Obesity Report Card. National Center for Chronic 
Disease Prevention and Health Promotion: CDC FAQs on Overweight and Obesity.
Dr. Yoel Camayd-Freixas, Director of SNHU's Applied Research Center and Principal Investigator of the Community 
Indicators Project, introduces the task at hand to participants at the Public Health Community Forum.
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ADOLESCENT SEXUAL BEHAVIOR
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 50-51 depict premature sexual behavior among high school 
students in New Hampshire and the US. Comparable Manchester 
data were not available.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
The incidence and prevalence of early sexual behavior among teens 
in New Hampshire is far lower than their counterparts nationwide.
■ In 2003, 41% of female and 42% of male high school 
students in New Hampshire reported having had sexual 
intercourse compared to 45% and 48% of male high school 
students nationwide.
■ In 2003, 2% of female and 5% of male high school students 
in New Hampshire reported having had sexual intercourse 
before age 13 compared to 4% of female and 10% of male 
high school students nationwide.
■ In 2003, 9% of female and 11% of male high school students 
in New Hampshire reported having had four or more lifetime 
sexual partners compared to 1 1 % of female and 18% of male 
high school students nationwide.
■ In 2003, 33% of female and 30% of male high school 
students in New Hampshire reported being currently sexually 
active (defined as having had sexual intercourse in the three 
months prior to the survey) compared to 35% of females and 
34% of males nationwide.
DISCUSSION
These data suggest that premature sexual behavior is less of a 
problem in New Hampshire. This pattern may change if data for the 
City of Manchester becomes available.
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EXHIBIT 50
HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS REPORTING INTERCOURSE BEFORE 13








U .S . N.H.
Jo Anne Grunbaum, et. al. (2003). "Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance."
EXHIBIT 51
PERCENT OF HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS REPORTING 






Jo Anne Grunbaum, et. al. (2003). "Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance."
U.S. N.H.
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ADOLESCENT CHILDBEARING
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 52-53 depict premature teenage and high school 
pregnancy in New Hampshire and the US. Comparable Manchester 
data were not available.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
The incidence and prevalence of teen pregnancy in New Hampshire 
is far lower than their counterparts nationwide (Exhibit 52).
■ In 2003, 2% of female and 3% of male high school students in 
New Hampshire reported ever having been pregnant or gotten 
someone pregnant, compared to 5% of female and 4% of male 
high school students nationwide.
■ In 2000, New Hampshire's abortion rate was 17 per 1,000 
women ages 15-19 compared to a teen abortion rate of 24 per
1 . 0 0 0  nationwide.
■ In 2002, New Hampshire's birth rate was 20 per 1,000 women 
ages 15-19 compared to a nationwide teen birth rate of 43 per
1.000 women ages 15-19 (Exhibit 53).
GREATER MANCHESTER
Comparable data (e.g., self-reports, rates per 1,000 women) were 
not found for Manchester. However, this should not be interpreted 
to mean that no problem exists. Local data shows that:
■ Manchester has approximately 145 babies born each year to 
adolescent and teen mothers.
■ In Manchester, many adolescent mothers are younger than age 
17 at the time of their delivery.
DISCUSSION
As with the early sexual behavior data, these statistics suggest that 
teenage pregnancy is less of a problem in New Hampshire. This 
may change if more recent data for the City of Manchester become 
available.
Page 66
Community Indicators: Greater Manchester, New Hampshire.
EXHIBIT 52
NH HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS REPORTING EVER 




SOURCES: City of Manchester Department of Health. Adolescent Pregnancy Report Card.
Jo Anne Grunbaum, et. al. (2003). "Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance."
EXHIBIT 53
BIRTH RATE PER 1,000 WOMEN AGED 15-19 IN 2000
Birth rate per 1,000 women ages 15-19
Female
SOURCES: Alan Guttmacher Institute (2004). U.S. Teenage Pregnancy Statistics: 
Overall Trends, Trends by Race and Ethnicity and State-by-State Information. 
National Center for Health Statistics (2003). National Vital Statistics Reports 52.10.
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LEAD POISONING BURDEN
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 54 depicts lead levels in children under six for the City of 
Manchester and New Hampshire, providing comparative indicators 
for the year 2 0 0 0 .
NEW HAMPSHIRE
In 2000, 4.25% of New Hampshire children were found to have 
elevated lead levels greater than 10 ug/dL, which is the level of 
concern designated by the Center for Disease Control for children 
under six. This percentage, while relatively low, drops markedly 
when the City of Manchester is removed from the statistic (table).
GREATER MANCHESTER
In 2000, 12.4% of children in the City of Manchester were found to 
have elevated lead levels greater than 10 ug/dL --almost four times 
as many cases of lead poisoning for children under the age of 6  
than the state's average. In 2000, 125 Manchester children were 
found to have elevated lead levels greater than 10 ug/dL. The City 
of Manchester contributed 27% of the state's total number of lead 
poisoning cases.
DISCUSSION
Lead poisoning is a significant public health problem in the City of 
Manchester. Whether due to an older housing stock, improper 
maintenance or protection by landlords, insufficient public
education or screening and early intervention, this is a serious
problem affecting pre-school children that merits attention.
Nonetheless, the levels of lead exposure observed among
Manchester residents has yet to be adequately addressed.
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EXHIBIT 54









SOURCES: City of Manchester Department of Health. Lead Poisoning Report Card. 
National Center for Environmental Health. New Hampshire Fact Sheet Report.
Elevated Blood Lead Levels Greater than 10ug/dl for Every 1,000 




City of Manchester All Other New Total New Hampshire 
Hampshire
Participants discuss potential intervention strategies at the Public Health Community Forum.
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PUBLIC HEALTH INDICATORS
There are many public health indicators that may be used to track 
progress in Greater Manchester. The following list is an example of 
indicators that could be used.
THE HEALTH CARE SYSTEM
1. Research funding for health care
2 . Prevention projects
3. Promotion projects
4. Health care resources
• Primary health care units
• Hospital beds total
• Nursing/elderly home care beds
• Physicians employed
• Nurses employed
5. 'Right Start' rank in child health outcomes
6 . Cost of health care
7. Health care providers capacity
8 . Cultural composition of provider networks
9. Guidelines for meeting the needs of culturally and linguistically diverse populations
10. Quality of written health care information (materials)
11. Access to language interpreters at major hospitals and health centers
UNIMPEDED ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE SERVICES
12. Percentage of residents without health insurance by gender, age and race
13. Health care utilization
14. Oral health services:
• Percentage of people who visited the dentist or dental clinic within the 
past year by age, race and gender.
• Percentage of people who had their teeth cleaned in the past year.
• Percentage of people aged 65 years and older who have lost all natural 
permanent teeth.
• Percentage of people served by public water systems who receive 
fluoridated water.
• Percentage of 3rd grade students with caries experience, including treated 
and untreated tooth decay.
• Percentage of 3rd grade students with untreated tooth decay.
• Percentage of 3rd grade students with dental sealants on at least one 
permanent molar tooth.
• Oral and pharyngeal cancer
MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES CAPACITY
15. Suicide rates by age, race and gender
16. Social stress indicators
17. Number of disability benefits being awarded due to mental disorders
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LOW RATES OF DISEASE AND MORTALITY
18. Leading causes of hospitalization and death
19. Drug- and violence-related injuries and deaths
20. Rates of STDs, hepatitis C and HIV infection, and AIDS mortality by race, 
age, and gender
ELIMINATION OF RACIAL/ETHNIC DISPARITIES 
IN HEALTH OUTCOMES
21. Infant mortality and birth weight by race/ethnicity
22. Asthma hospitalization rates by race/ethnicity, age and relevant neighborhoods
23. Hospitalization and mortality rates by race/ethnicity
INVESTMENT IN HEALTHY CHILDREN AND ADOLESCENTS
24. Women receiving adequate prenatal care
25. Up-to-date vaccinations
26. Suicide rates among youth
27. Violence rates among youth
28. Youth who engage in risky sexual behaviors
29. Youth who engage in drug/alcohol use
30. Percentage of youth reporting strong relationship with a parent or adult mentor 
HEALTHY BEHAVIOR
31. Percentage of residents who engage in healthy behaviors
32. Obesity by age, gender and racial/ethnic group
ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS
33. Location of children recreation areas vs. exposure to environmental hazards
34. Criteria pollutants in ambient air
35. Motor vehicle emissions
36. Tobacco smoke in homes with children
37. Pesticide use and patterns of use
38. Chemical spills
39. Monitored contaminants in ambient and drinking water
40. Point-source discharges into ambient water
41. Carbon monoxide poisoning
42. Deaths attributed to extremes in ambient temperature
43. Lead poisoning (in children)
44. Noise-induced hearing loss (non-occupational)
45. Pesticide-related poisoning and illness
46. Illness or condition with suspected or confirmed environmental contribution 
(a case or an unusual pattern)
47. Melanoma
48. Possible child poisoning (resulting in consultation or emergency department visit)
49. Outbreaks attributed to fish and shellfish
50. Outbreaks attributed to ambient or drinking water contaminants
51. Programs that address motor vehicle emissions
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52. Alternate fuel use in registered motor vehicles
53. Availability of mass transit
54. Policies that address indoor air hazards in schools
55. Laws pertaining to smoke-free indoor air
56. Indoor air inspections
57. Emergency preparedness, response, and mitigation training programs, plans, 
and protocols
58. Compliance with pesticide application standards (among pesticide workers)
59. Activity restrictions in ambient water (health-based)
60. Implementation of sanitary surveys
61. Compliance with operation and maintenance standards for drinking water systems
62. Boil-water advisories
PUBLIC FUNDING FOR PUBLIC HEALTH
63. Trends in city, state, and federal public health funding levels 
SUBJECTIVE INDICATORS
64. Perception of the health system
65. Complaints
Participants ponder the data presented by Nadesha Mijoba of SNHU at the Public Health Community Forum.
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PROPOSED PUBLIC HEALTH INTERVENTIONS
Planning teams identified and recruited Public Forum participants, 
including 10 health professionals, 6  administrators, 5 community 
leaders and consumers, 5 business and civic leaders, and 6  health 
organizations in Greater Manchester. The goal was to engage a 
representative group of stakeholders in a data-driven discussion of 
public health needs/strategies for Greater Manchester. Participants 
discussed various health issues, identified 44 interventions, then 
priority-ranked the top three intervention strategies.
Three interventions emerged as the top strategies to recommend 
to Heritage United Way: (1) Increase access to integrated primary 
and mental health care; (2 ) develop school dropout prevention 
programs and early intervention relative to drug/alcohol abuse and 
depression; and (3) prevention of cardiovascular disease through 
early intervention by identifying risk factors such as physical 
fitness, obesity, smoking, stress, screening. All can be addressed by 
Heritage United Way and municipal partners. The top strategy 
interventions are listed below.
TOP INTERVENTIONS
INTERVENTION CATEGORY VOTES
1. Increase "real" access to integrated primary and mental 
health care.





intervention relative to drug/alcohol abuse and depression. 7
3. Prevention of cardiovascular disease through early 
intervention by identifying risk factors such as physical
Access to 
healthcare 6
fitness, obesity, smoking, stress, screening.
The public health issues discussed by participants, which ultimately 
led to intervention ideas, are listed below.
PUBLIC HEALTH CONCERNS
1. Mental Health
■ Screening for mental health issues
■ Issues of mental health complicates other health issues
■ Substance abuse is always isolated from the rest of healthcare
■ Need for greater integration of traditional health care and mental health care
2. Oral Health
■ Deficits of providers
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■ Acceptance of Medicaid by dentists
3. Data Collection and Use
■ More data that is confined to the Manchester area would have been helpful.
■ More electronic data should be available
■ Breakdown the data by cohort: pre-school age, adolescence, adult, elderly
■ Move in the direction of obtaining, measuring and analyzing raw data
■ When presenting data that is trended, it should be presented together with any 
interventions that may have taken place and what impact these efforts may have had.
■ Caution about data since much is already being collected and some of it is likely of 
questionable value
■ Resources for data collection are dwindling, how can this be best maximized?
■ Information about efforts underway as to not duplicate same efforts would have been 
helpful.
■ Data will help address issues of accountability by helping figure out better and smarter 
ways to maximize available resources as well as adding to existing initiatives.
■ Break down data that illustrates the numbers of insured, uninsured, and underinsured 
individuals
■ Are we counting everyone?
■ Heritage United Way may assist other agencies as to how effectively collect data
■ The need for emerging infectious diseases data
4. Communication
■ When accessing healthcare, particularly for the Limited English Proficient and hearing- 
impaired patients.
■ Access to interpreting services
■ Access to language-appropriate information
5. Promotion of healthy behaviors
■ Focus on behaviors such as exercise, nutrition, smoking, alcohol, or drug use that will
impact on chronic disease such as diabetes, cancer, etc.
■ Create space to provide for physical activity such as walking for the elderly population
6. Access to healthcare
■ More accessibility to primary healthcare
■ Transportation issues, (i.e., disabled individuals and those without transportation)
■ Many seniors are not signing up for the medication insurance
■ More access to mental health care
■ Greater access to vision and eye care
■ Access to adequate care for HIV/AIDS patients
7. Healthcare infrastructure
■ Are there gaps?
■ Access to primary healthcare
■ Are there sufficient caregivers to address the needs of the elderly population?
8. Public Education
■ Public health education campaigns
■ Access to training by interpreting services
■ More good parenting education
■ No community education about becoming an organ donor
■ More education to new community members about issues of lead poisoning
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■ Domestic and sexual violence prevention campaigns
■ Sex education in the schools
■ HIV/AIDS prevention through education
9. Public Policy
■ Influence change
■ Assess the way government funds efforts
■ Community participation____________________
Below is an outline of all the interventions proposed by participants. 
These proposals are annotated with the relevant strategy category 
(below) and priority rankings (potential interventions table below).
PUBLIC HEALTH INTERVENTIONS PROPOSED VOTES
Mental Health (the proposed interventions for mental health were
addressed by the suggestion of integrating such care with primary healthcare)
Oral Health 2
■ Utilize students and those in training to provide care. Use retired dentists
to work with students in the school system and also create a pro-bono pool
of dentists
Data 1
■ Data needs to be confined to Manchester since this would be more helpful
in truly assessing the health of the city.
Communication 12
■ Increase information/access to new comers (1 )
■ Use of social marketing. Use the media more to provide health education
(2 )programs and information to the community. Change public perception.
■ Access to interpreters, particularly after hours and for the deaf and hard of
(5)hearing
■ For Heritage United Way to play a convening role to bring stakeholders (4)together in order to work smarter as well as promoting healthy lifestyles
Promotion of healthy behaviors 1
■ Promote early screening and health maintenance through the employer
Access to healthcare 25
■ Increase "real" access to integrated primary and mental healthcare (1 0 )
■ Increase the numbers of minority primary healthcare providers (2 )
■ Alzheimer's disease early intervention—resources available but often
(1 )misunderstood
■ Bridge the gap between insurance and copays (2 )
■ In-home care and transportation available to a growing elderly population
(3)while maintaining independence and a good quality of life
■ Greater access to vision care as well as higher reimbursement (1 )
■ Early prevention of cardiovascular disease by identifying risk factors such as
(6 )physical fitness, obesity, smoking, stress, screening
Healthcare infrastructure 10
■ Access to healthcare after hours—primary health care including mental (5)
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health as an alternative to the misuse of the emergency room
■ Create livable infrastructure that promotes a healthy life style—walking
(5)trails, bike paths,
Public Education 15
■ Educate refugees about the healthcare system—how it works, where to go,
(1 )who can help, health insurance, use of the ER
■ Create more youth/adult developing programs—after-school community (2 )programs
■ School drop-out prevention as well as early intervention relative to drug
(7)and alcohol abuse as well as issues of depression.
■ More school health education such as parenting education, healthy
(5)lifestyles, healthy food choices, and importance of exercising.
Public Policy 10
■ Include the business sector in providing insurance to employees. Address
(2 )the issue of part time employees with no access to insurance.
■ Utilize health policy reform to address what has a health impact on society
through better coordination of informing policy makers. Advocacy is key as (4)
well as educating the society better for action.
■ Use public policy as a tool to better provide dental care by increasing (4)Medicaid reimbursement
Lead Poisoning
■ Address the high cost of eliminating lead, and the need for greater 4
information about nutrition and lead poisoning.
Poverty & Health
■ Address issues of poverty and how it impacts the health of the community, 5
especially the increasing number of children living in poverty.
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PUBLIC HEALTH DATA SOURCES
Alan Guttmacher Institute (February, 2004). U.S. Teenage Pregnancy 
Statistics: Overall  Trends, Trends by Race and Ethnicity and State-by- 
State Information. New York: Alan Guttmacher Institute. Available at: 
www.guttmacher.org
Center for Disease Control and Prevention. Chronic Diseases: The Leading 
Causes o f Death in New Hampshire. Profiling the Leading Causes o f 
Death in the United States Heart Disease, Stroke and Cancer.
Downloaded in March 2006 from: www.cdc.gov/nccdphp 
/publications/factsheets/ChronicDisease/new_hampshire.htm
Center for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health 
Statistics, Mortality Page, available at: www.cdc.gov/nchs/ 
about/major/dvs/mortdata.htm
Center for Disease Control and Prevention. New Hampshire data.
available at: www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/states/new_hampshire.htm
City of Manchester Department of Health. Adolescent Pregnancy Report
Card. Downloaded in March 2006 from: www.manchesternh.
gov/CityGov/HLT/files/FA6B3BE806CE4585BCC8532B624035C2.pdf
City of Manchester Department of Health. Cancer Report Card. 
Downloaded in March 2006 from: www.manchesternh.gov/CityGov/ 
HLT/files/F4066871C21842B8A7A68A3969080CDC.pdf
City of Manchester Department of Health. Lead Poisoning Report Card. 
Available at: www.manchesternh.gov/CityGov/HLT/files/ 
9F33CC241BAE4DF2A0329BD5B77D8EED.pdf
City of Manchester Department of Health. Obesity Report Card. 
Downloaded in March 2006 from: www.manchesternh.gov/CityGov/HLT/ 
files/F0A58829FFC24543891B88D8BBFF5F73.pdf
Grunbaum, Jo Anne, et. al. (2003). "Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance." In 
United States (21 May 2004), Surveillance Summaries, Morbidity and 
Mortality Weekly Report. 53.SS-2. Available at: 
www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dash/yrbs/
National Cancer Institute. Available at: www.cancer.gov 
National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion: 
CDCFAQs on Overweight and Obesity. Downloaded in March 2006 from: 
www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dnpa/obesity/faq.htm
National Center for Environmental Health. New Hampshire Fact Sheet 
Report. Downloaded in March 2006 from: www.cdc.gov/nceh/ 
publications/statefacts/nhfactsheet.htm
National Center for Health Statistics. Downloaded in March 2006 from: 
www.cdc.gov/nchs/
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National Center for Health Statistics (2003). National Vital Statistics 
Reports 52.10. Hyattsville, MD. Available at: www.cdc.gov/nchs/ 
births.htm#stat%2 0 tables
North American Association of Central Cancer Registries (NAACCR). 
Available at: http://www.naaccr.org
New Hampshire Department of Health and Human Services. Available at: 
www.dhhs.state.nh.us/DHHS/DHHS_SITE/default.htm
Trust for America's Health. The State o f Your Health: New Hampshire. 
Downloaded in March 2006 from: 
http://healthyamericans.org/state/index.php?StateID=NH
Participants identify issues during open discussion at the Public Health Community Forum.
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r
5. Housing
Richard Koenig and 
Yoel Camayd-Freixas
The Greater Manchester area has experienced a surge in housing 
values in recent years. There is considerable concern over how this 
surge in housing values has affected housing supply, availability 
and affordability. A recent report by the City of Manchester (Angelou 
Economics, Report 1, 2005), using 2003 data, describes the supply of 
housing as "thin in the lower to middle segments of the market, 
with very little inventory in affordable, multi-family or single-family 
attached categories" (p. 10). This study also concluded that:
■ Manchester has an adequate supply of housing in the middle 
to high-end range of the market;
■ 75% of homeowners live in affordable housing relative to 
income, which is comparable to the national average;
■ "70% of renters live in affordable housing, which is just
below the US average of 77%" (p. 10);
■ Median home values in Manchester are similar to the New 
Hampshire average but higher than the national average;
■ "home values are competitive when compared to New 
England's large metropolitan areas, such as Boston" (p. 10).
Manchester is not Boston, of course, so it should be competitive in 
that context. But the general picture presented seems fairly benign, 
suggestive of market stability, and not cause for any particular 
public concern. But some of these conclusions are based on 2000 
data. Our current data does not support this view.
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HOUSING MIX
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 55-56 show housing mix and tenure, which is a simple 
place to start a review housing issues. Tenure indicates whether 
households own or rent. Changes in the number or mix over time 
usually indicates market activity. The vacancy rate, and how it 
changes over time, speaks to the health of the housing market.
MANCHESTER
There were 77,912 housing units in Manchester in 2000. This was a 
10% increase from 70,593 units in 1990. Owner occupied units 
(Exhibit 56) were 62% (46,669) of total occupied units in 2000 
another 38% (28,699) were rental units. Owners increased more 
than renters since 1990 (Exhibit 55): 61% and 39%, respectively. 
This suggests a stronger ownership market. Three percent (2,544) 
of all units were vacant in 2000, down from 7.8% in 1990. This 
vacancy rate suggests a tightening housing market by 2 0 0 0 .
Owner occupied units increased over this period by over 7100 units 
(18%) to 46,669 units. This equals almost 60 new units per month 
over the ten years. A very strong growth for a small city. Moreover, 
rental units increased over 3100 units (12%) to 28,699.
DISCUSSION
US and NH homeownership rates are nearly 70% so Manchester is 
not very different. But vacancy rates below 5% are considered low, 
and 3% very low. High vacancy rates can put inflationary pressure 
on housing prices. The level of construction is high, adding over 
100 new units per month on average. This high level of production, 
in the face of a tightening vacancy rate, suggests strong demand 
fueling a hot housing market --all the more dramatic, as we shall 
see, in light that most of this growth took place in the second half 
of the decade. The types of new units and prices have implications 
for future housing prices. In Manchester, there was far greater 
construction for ownership than to meet rental demand. This is a 
picture typical of an inflating and gentrifying market.
But the tightening market in 2000 is not severe, and is consistent 
with the City of Manchester (Angelou Economics, 2005) report that 75% 
of homeowners lived in affordable housing relative to income 
(comparable to the US average), and 70% of renters lived in 
affordable housing (just below the US average of 77%).
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MANCHESTER, HOUSING UNITS BY TENURE
Community Indicators: Greater Manchester, New Hampshire.















SOURCES: www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm; data sources 1990 and 2000 US Census.
EXHIBIT 56




□ Percent Owned 
■ Percent Rental
SOURCES: www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm; data sources 2000 US Census, SF3.
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HOUSING VACANCY
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 57 shows housing vacancy rate details by tenure. The 
housing vacancy rate, and its change over time, can indicate the 
strength of the housing market. A healthy housing market has a 
vacancy rate of 5-8%, meaning that households can find homes to 
move into when they need to relocate, and there is no great 
inflationary pressure on prices. Very low vacancy rates often result 
in increasing prices, particularly if they remain constant in the face 
of high construction, as in the Manchester area, while high vacancy 
rates may suggest disinvestment.
MANCHESTER
The number of total vacant units dropped over half (54%) to 2,544 
units over the decade. Overall vacancy rates were 3.3% in 2000, 
down from 7.8% in 1990. Most of the vacant units (61%) were 
rentals in 1990 and in 2000 even though only 38% of all housing in 
Manchester are rentals. This suggests a very strong ownership 
market. Vacant rental units dropped 73% from 3,369 to just 902 
during this period, making the rental vacancy rate only 3% by 2000 
(5% is considered a tight rental market). The number of vacant 
units for sale decreased 72% from 913 units to just 252, less than 
1%. In addition, there was an increasing number, albeit small, of 
seasonal units that were vacant.
DISCUSSION
The evidence shows that the Manchester for-sale housing market 
was extremely tight in 2000. This was an unhealthy vacancy level 
that places artificial inflationary pressure on housing prices and can 
result in displacement if it persists, or instability if it begins to 
fluctuate. In addition, rental vacancy rates dropped to low levels 
(3%). This was also an unhealthy market that can put inflationary 
pressure on rental rates, sometimes beyond the ability of segments 
of the population to sustain (e.g., elderly on fixed income, low and 
moderate-income families, the municipal workforce). Clearly, the 
housing market was tightening in 2 0 0 0 .
Since these tables are based on 2000 data, it remains to be seen 
whether this market stabilized or started to correct itself, limiting its 
impact on affordability, as suggested by the conclusions of a recent 
planning report by the City of Manchester (Angelou Economics, 2005).
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EXHIBIT 57
MANCHESTER, HOUSING VACANCIES BY TENURE











Vacant For Sale Vacant For Rent Vacant Seasonal
□  1990 
■ 2000
SOURCES: www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm; data sources 1990 and 2000 US Census.
Professors Yoel Camayd-Freixas and Gerald Karush, Principal Investigators of the Community Indicators Project, 
listen to participants' ideas. Standing is Pat Quinlan, HUW lead for the Community Indicators Project.
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HOUSING PRICE CHANGES AND VOLATILITY
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 58-59 show median purchase price of housing over time in 
Manchester. The tables show the median purchase price as an 
indicator of housing price changes. This is the price of the house in 
the middle of all home prices, not the average home price. So this 
statistic is not influenced by extremely high or extremely low home 
prices. The median price does not take into account number of 
bedrooms, house size, new vs. existing, location or amenities. It is 
a good indicator of market activity because the median will change 
as general housing prices change.
MANCHESTER
In Manchester the median sale price of homes increased 108% -­
from $116,000 in 1990 to $242,000 in 2005. Median sale prices of 
homes (new and existing) stayed relatively consistent from 1990 to 
1997, around $150,000. Starting in 1997, however, median sale 
prices began increasing rapidly each year, as much as 20%. This is 
a hot and inflationary market. Moreover, the trend shows housing 
prices growing past 2 0 0 0 , and adding inflationary pressures not 
addressed in the recent City of Manchester report. From 1997-2000 
median prices grew by $50,000, whereas 2000-2005 growth added 
$100,000. In 2005 the median dropped slightly to $242,200. This is 
the first sign of a possible slow down or cooling since 1997.
Volatility. Sale price appreciation in Manchester (Exhibit 59) has 
changed at rather unpredictable rates each year, with annual 
increases as high as 20%. This has been a highly volatile market. 
No evidence of stability is shown by these data except for 2005.
DISCUSSION
Median NH home purchase prices were $127,500 in 2000. The NH 
median is not similar to Manchester prices. Manchester prices are 
nearly double the NH figure. There is no evidence that Manchester 
prices stabilized before 2005, and it is too early to know if this is a 
firm trend. Higher prices can mean additional equity for those who 
already own their homes but can make it very difficult for new 
buyers to enter such a hot market, especially those with income 
restrictions (e.g., elderly on fixed income, low and moderate- 
income families, municipal workforce). The median purchase price 
of homes will also have an inflationary effect on rental costs.
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EXHIBIT 58
MANCHESTER, MEDIAN PURCHASE PRICES
Community Indicators: Greater Manchester, New Hampshire.
EXHIBIT 59
MANCHESTER, MEDIAN PURCHASE PRICE CHANGES
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RENTAL HOUSING
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 60-61 show the effect on median rents over time in 
Manchester. The median rental rate is another indicator of housing 
cost changes. This is the apartment rental rate in the middle of all 
rents, not the average rent. The median it is not influenced by 
extremely high or extremely low rents. It does not take into 
account number of bedrooms, location or amenities. But it is a 
good indicator of market activity because the median will change as 
general rental rates change.
MANCHESTER
In Manchester, rental rates were stable in the early 1990s but have 
increased steadily since 1997, along changes in housing prices. 
Median monthly rents went from $595 to $944 (61%) during this 
period. From 1990 to 2005 rental rates increased steadily with 
some volatility. For all unit sizes rates increased some years over 
12% (37% one year for studios), yet other years rents declined. 
The average increase over the fifteen years was 7.4% per year. In 
2005 median rentals dropped slightly to under $1,000 per month. 
This is the first sign of a possible rent stabilization since 1997.
Volatility. Manchester rental growth rates changed (Exhibit 61) 
without a clear pattern; some years increasing 1 2 % and others 
decreasing 5%. Evidence suggests rental growth started in 1994­
1995, before the rapid growth in property values. This has been a 
highly volatile rental market. No evidence of stability is shown by 
these data other than perhaps a possible rent stabilization in 2005.
DISCUSSION
After relatively stable rents in the first half of the 1990's, rental 
prices increased quickly. There is no evidence that rents have 
stabilized any earlier than 2005 if at all. Higher rents can mean 
additional equity for landlords but can make it very difficult for 
renters to afford their apartments, particularly those income 
restrictions (e.g., elderly on fixed incomes, low and moderate- 
income families, municipal workforce).
The 2000-2005 growth in rental rates raises questions about the 
City's claim that 70% of renters live in affordable housing, just 
below the US average of 77% (Angelou Economics, 2005). This is 
an issue of affordability addressed below.
Page 86
















MANCHESTER, CHANGE IN MEDIAN RENTS
Manchester, Change in Median Rents
95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05
SOURCES: www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm; data sources NHHFA Residential Rental Cost Survey.
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RENTAL HOUSING VACANCY
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 62 shows the Greater Manchester (PMSA) and City rental 
vacancy rates over time. Vacancy rates indicate how many units 
are vacant at a given point in time. A healthy rental market has 
vacancy rates between 5% and 8 %. This means that units turn 
over and are available when tenants need to move. Landlords face 
competition to keep rates down, but can cover operating costs 
because vacancies are a small percentage of the available stock. A 
tight rental market has vacancy rates less than 5%. A declining 
vacancy rate puts pressure on rental rates to increase because 
there are few units available when tenants need to move. Renters 
must be willing and able to pay higher prices to stay in an area or 
be displaced, so landlords can increase rents substantially.
MANCHESTER PMSA AND CITY
Rental vacancy rates show strong colinearity for Manchester City 
and the Greater Manchester PMSA and as it trended downwards 
from 1992 to 2001, tightening the market. By 1994 vacancy rates 
for all bedroom sizes were below 5%, suggesting an earlier start 
for the rental market than the ownership market. In 2001 rental 
vacancy rates hit an amazing low below 0.4%. Since 2001 rental 
vacancies have rebounded steadily to 4%. While this is a positive 
outlook, vacancies remain below the critical 5% benchmark. 
Moreover, this vacancy reduction corresponds with increasing 
rental rates, which does not predict well for long-term affordability.
DISCUSSION
The Manchester PMSA and City rental markets show unhealthy 
vacancy levels that place artificial inflationary pressure on rental 
costs and can result in displacement of vulnerable tenants. Rents 
increased during this period in spite of strong growth in the number 
of units added to the market. Rental vacancy rates dropped to very 
low levels and while improved, remains low. The inflationary 
pressure on rental rates may exceed the ability of segments of the 
population to sustain it (e.g., elderly on fixed income, low and 
moderate-income families, the municipal workforce), who may be 
at risk of displacement. Displacement of moderate-income workers 
(including municipal workers) can affect the competitiveness of the 
local business sector and the effectiveness of the municipality.
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EXHIBIT 62
MANCHESTER PMSA/CITY RENTAL VACANCY RATES
PMSA City
Manchester Manchester










2 0 0 0 0.92% 0.85%
2 0 0 1 0.42% 0.49%
2 0 0 2 1.79% 1.67%
2003 2.13% 1.96%
2004 3.87% 4.35%
SOURCES: www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm; data sources NHHFA Residential Rental Cost Survey.
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HOME OWNERSHIP AFFORDABILITY IN 2000 
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 63 shows home ownership affordability in 2000 for NH, 
Hillsborough County and the City of Manchester. To determine the 
significance of changing housing prices it is important to look at the 
income needed to purchase a home; a simple measure is the 
income needed to afford a median-priced home. The income 
needed to afford is based on several assumptions. The first is that 
households should not spend more than 30% of their income on 
housing costs; including mortgage, taxes, insurance and utilities. 
Mortgage rates change periodically and there are many mortgage 
terms available. A standard assumption is a 30-year fixed mortgage 
at 6 % interest with 5% down and no points. This yields a very 
conservative measure of affordability (e.g., 2 0 % down is common 
in inflated and highly competitive markets). Real estate taxes vary 
widely by jurisdiction but a common rate is 2 % of home value.
MANCHESTER, HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, AND NH
Most home owners in NH, Hillsborough County, and Manchester 
had reasonable housing costs In 2000 (77-78% spent 30% of 
household income in housing), even in a tightening housing market 
(see table). This is consistent with a recent planning report by the 
City stating that "Approximately 75% o f Manchester homeowners 
live in affordable housing relative to income levels; this is 
comparable to the national average." (Angelou Economics, 2005)
But even in 2000 there were significant cracks in affordability. The 
2000 median household income was $40,606 in Manchester (lower 
than NH $48,904), and $50,270 in the Manchester PMSA. If the 
table data are divided below and above the PMSA's median 
household income ($50,000), a different picture emerges (see 
table). Households earning less than $50,000 per year are twice 
more likely to be paying over 30% of their income for their homes: 
NH 46%, Hillsborough 51%, Manchester 47%. That is, about half 
of all households at or below the median income did not live in 
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HOME OWNERSHIP AFFORDABILITY IN 2000
HOW TO READ
Exhibits 64-65 show median household income for owners and 
renters in the PMSA and City of Manchester in 2000, and home 
ownership affordability in NH, Hillsborough County and Manchester 
in 2000. These 2000 data tables act as a baseline for later analysis 
of the effect of changing prices on affordability.
MANCHESTER PMSA AND CITY HOUSEHOLD INCOME
In 2000 the median household income (MHI) in the Manchester 
PMSA ($50,270) was 25% higher than the City of Manchester 
($40,606), and about 15% higher for PMSA home owners. But 
there were no MHI differences between PMSA and City renters, in 
spite of higher PMSA median housing costs (see table). Renters had 
half the MHI of owners. Not surprisingly, this suggest that PMSA 
and City renters may be more vulnerable to spiraling housing costs.
MANCHESTER, HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, AND NH
Exhibit 65 highlights the aforementioned affordability cracks. It 
shows the percent of home owner households paying over 30% of 
their income in housing in 2000. The trend is clear: As household 
income drops, the percentage of home owner households paying 
too much for housing increases. For example, given HH income of 
$50,000 some 30% of households pay too much for housing, at 
$40,000 about 40%, and below $20,000 about 70% pay too much.
The relationship between MHI and affordability is crystallized in the 
table below. Households below median income account for % of all 
households paying too much for housing, while those above MHI 
rarely pay above 30% of income, particularly in the City: NH 76%, 
9%; Hillsborough 70%, 9%; Manchester 83%, 7%. Affordability is 
a social inequality issue reminiscent of Anatole France's quote: 
" The law, in its majestic equality, forbids the rich as well as the 
poor to sleep under bridges, to beg in the streets, and to steal 
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EXHIBIT 64
MANCHESTER MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 2000
SOURCES: www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm; data sources NHHFA Purchase Price Database.
EXHIBIT 65
HOME OWNERSHIP COSTS OVER 30% OF HH INCOME IN 2000
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HOME OWNERSHIP AFFORDABILITY IN 2005
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 67 shows trends in affordability to purchase a home in the 
Manchester PMSA and City through 2005. Again, these tables look 
at the income needed to purchase a median-priced home. Over 
time income level tracks changes in median purchase prices. The 
income needed to afford is based on the same conservative 
assumptions previously described: 30% of household income on 
housing, including mortgage, taxes, insurance and utilities, a 30- 
year fixed mortgage at 6 % interest with 5% down and no points, 
and real estate taxes at 2 % of home value.
MANCHESTER PMSA AND CITY
In the Manchester PMSA and the City, the income needed to afford 
the typical home is collinear, with the PMSA showing consistently 
higher housing costs and need for income. Both the City and PMSA 
increased 103% in 1990-2005; from City $34,800 PMSA $37,900, 
to City $71,200 PMSA $76,800. Almost a ll the increase took place in 
the last five years (2000-2005). The income needed to buy a home 
held steady under $40,000 from 1990-2000 when it increased 
rapidly. By 2005 it required MHIs in the mid-$70,000 which far 
outstripped the median family's capacity to purchase a home.
DISCUSSION
In 2000 the Manchester MHI was $40,606 (NH $48,904). By 2000 
the Manchester MHI was already $6,000 short to buy a home -- a 
disparity that may be accommodated with a higher share of income 
going to housing. By 2003 the NH MHI increased to $55,166; we 
can estimate Manchester at about $45,995. Manchester median 
income households were $25,305 short to buy in 2003; and, by 
similar estimation, $27,324 short to buy in 2005. This pattern holds 
for the PMSA. This easily places well over V  o f a ll Manchester City 
and PMSA households unable to afford to buy at current prices.
This is a litmus test of affordability. In 2005 Manchester median 
income households needed 50% more income to afford to buy a 
home in  th is market. The notion that 75% of homeowners live in 
affordable housing relative to income applied in 2 0 0 0  (except for 
HHs at median income and below), but is untenable in 2005.
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EXHIBIT 67
MANCHESTER PMSA/CITY INCOME TO AFFORD TO BUY A HOME
SOURCES: www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm. NOTE: monthly mortgage payment for median priced home 
at 6% interest rate with 30 year amortization times 30% divided by 12 months.
INCOME TO AFFORD PURCHASE
PMSA Income to City Income to
Manchester Afford @ Manchester Afford @
Prices 30% Prices 30%
1990 $116,286 $37,900 $106,105 $34,800
1991 $111,048 $36,300 $99,905 $32,900
1992 $97,048 $32,000 $85,000 $28,300
1993 $106,000 $34,700 $85,048 $28,300
1994 $109,000 $35,700 $86,900 $28,800
1995 $1 1 0 , 0 0 0 $36,000 $89,900 $29,800
1996 $108,900 $35,600 $85,500 $28,400
1997 $108,000 $35,400 $94,000 $31,000
1998 $127,000 $41,200 $104,400 $34,200
1999 $130,900 $42,400 $1 1 0 , 0 0 0 $36,000
2 0 0 0 $144,900 $46,700 $125,933 $40,900
2 0 0 1 $166,900 $53,500 $146,000 $47,100
2 0 0 2 $2 0 0 , 0 0 0 $63,800 $174,897 $56,000
2003 $224,500 $71,300 $194,500 $62,100
2004 $244,900 $77,600 $2 2 1 , 0 0 0 $70,300
2005 $242,200 $76,800 $224,000 $71,200
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RENTAL HOUSING AFFORDABILITY IN 2000
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 6 8  shows rental affordability in 2000 for NH, Hillsborough 
County and Manchester. To determine the importance of changes 
in rental rates we looked at the income needed to afford the 
median rental rate. The income needed to afford is based on the 
assumption that households should spend 30% or less of their 
income on housing, including rent and utilities. The median rental 
rate does not consider number of bedrooms or amenities.
MANCHESTER, HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, AND NH
Many renters in NH, Hillsborough and Manchester had affordable 
housing in 2000 (66-67% spent 30% of HH income in housing; see 
table), in spite of a tightening rental market. This is lower than a 
recent planning report by the City stating that "70% o f renters live 
in affordable housing, which is just below the U.S. average o f 77%" 
(Angelou Economics, 2005). Rental affordability in NH, Hillsborough, 
and Manchester was 10 percentage points below the US average.
Even in 2000 this comparatively lower affordability was curtailed for 
households at or below median income. Data below and above the 
PMSA's MHI ($50,000, higher than City and PMSA MHI of renters 
$31,000-$32,000), show significant affordability differentials. 
Households earning under $50,000 are more likely to pay too much 
for housing: NH 44%, Hillsborough 46%, Manchester 44%. About 
1V  o f a ll households below median income did not live in affordable 
rental housing.
The relationship between MHI and affordability is shown in Exhibit 
69 below. HHs below median income account for almost everyone 
paying too much for housing, while those above MHI rarely pay too 
much: NH 99%, 2%; Hillsborough 99%, 1%; Manchester 99%, 
1%. Rental affordability is a social inequality issue.
EXHIBIT 69 
PROPORTION OF 
RENTER HHs (BY 
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RENTAL HOUSING AFFORDABILITY IN 2005
HOW TO READ
Exhibit 70 shows trends in rental affordability in the Manchester 
PMSA and City through 2005. Again, these data show the income 
needed for a median rent. Over time income level tracks changes in 
rental prices. The income needed to afford is based on 30% or less 
of household income on housing.
MANCHESTER PMSA AND CITY
In Manchester PMSA and City the income needed to afford average 
rents is collinear; the PMSA shows slightly higher rental costs and 
needed income. The income needed to afford in City and PMSA 
increased 70% in 1990-2005; from $22,000 to $38,000. Again, 
almost a ll the increase took place in the last five to seven years. 
The income needed to rent held steady under $25,000 from 1990­
1998 then increased rapidly. By 2005 it required a MHI of $38,000 
which far outstripped the median-income renter' capacity.
DISCUSSION
In 2000 Greater Manchester renter MHI was $31,000-$32,000. 
Two-thirds of households enjoyed affordable rental housing. This 
approximates a recent City report stating that "70% o f renters live 
in affordable housing"(Angelou, 2005). But 38% of City and PMSA 
households are renters with lower incomes. Yet in 2 0 0 0  they fared 
well, disparities were relatively small and could be accommodated 
with a higher share of income going to housingO allowing a majority 
of households to rent typical apartments. This changed by 2005.
Using NH 2000 and 2003 MHI we can estimate MHI change for 
renters in Manchester City and PMSA for 2003 and 2005 (assumes 
state MHI and regional renters MHI increased the same, which 
likely overestimates the MHI growth of area renters).
Estimated MHI Change (2003-2005) 2 0 0 0 2003 2005
NH MHI $48,904 $55,166 $59,875
Manchester PMSA $32,140 $36,255 $39,350
Manchester City $30,991 $34,959 $37,944
By 2005 Manchester PMSA and City HH MHI barely met the income 
needed to afford to rent. By this estimate, less than /  of 2005 HHs 
enjoyed affordable rents. Affordable rents dropped from 2/3 o f HHs 
in 2000 to under /  in 2005. Only the upper income ha lf o f HHs can 
afford to rent comfortably. The notion that 70% of Manchester 
renters live in affordable housing is at present unrealistic.
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EXHIBIT 70













1990 $556 $22,240 $552 $22,080
1991 $554 $22,160 $514 $20,560
1992 $565 $22,600 $562 $22,480
1993 $550 $2 2 , 0 0 0 $550 $2 2 , 0 0 0
1994 $580 $23,200 $574 $22,960
1995 $543 $21,720 $541 $21,640
1996 $594 $23,760 $586 $23,440
1997 $595 $23,800 $594 $23,760
1998 $644 $25,760 $631 $25,240
1999 $687 $27,480 $687 $27,480
2000 $737 $29,480 $706 $28,240
2001 $803 $32,120 $793 $31,720
2002 $904 $36,160 $881 $35,240
2003 $924 $36,960 $893 $35,720
2004 $960 $38,400 $926 $37,040
2005 $944 $37,760 $950 $38,000
SOURCES: www.nhhfa.org/frd_data.htm. NOTE: median rent times 30% divided by 12 months.
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HOUSING INDICATORS
Characteristic Available Level Source
# Units by Tenure (own, rent, vacant) 2 0 0 0 pmsa, town, co NHHFA
Must
Have
Median Purchase Prices 
Median Rents
Income to Afford Average Purchase 







pmsa, town, co 
pmsa, town, co 
pmsa, town, co 










Rental Rates breakdown 
Rental Vacancy Rates 
Subsidized Affordable Units 
Homeless (families and individuals) 
Permits issued (by type)
Housing Income by Tenure
1990-2004 
1990-2004 
as of 2005 
current 
1980-2003 
2 0 0 0
pmsa, town, co 
pmsa, town, co 
pmsa, town, co 
Continuum 










# Units by Type (sf, mf, mobile) 
Mortgage Overpayment 
Rent Overpayment
2 0 0 0
2 0 0 0
2 0 0 0
pmsa, town, co 





Employment vs Housing Costs 1993-2003 pmsa, town, co NHHFA
HOUSING DATA SOURCES
ACCRA Housing Cost Index (2004). Selected Cities. Downloaded in March 
2006 from: www.coli.org/
American Friends Service Committee. Housing and Community 
Development Project. Downloaded in March 2006 from: 
www.afsc.org/newengland/nh/housing.htm
Angelou Economics (2005). Global Economic Development Strategy 
(Report 1: Community Assessment). City of Manchester.
Fannie Mae Foundation. Homeownership Affordability in Urban America: 
Past and Future. Downloaded in March 2006 from: 
www.fanniemaefoundation.org/programs/pdf/042904_housing_affordability.pdf 
National Low Income Housing Coalition (2004). Out o f Reach. 
Downloaded in March 2006 from: www.nlihc.org/oor2004/
New Hampshire Housing Finance Agency. Downloaded in March 2006 
from: www.nhhfa.org/
New Hampshire Department of Health and Human Services, Bureau of 
Behavioral Health, Office of Homeless and Housing Services: 
www.dhhs.state.nh.us/DHHS/HOMELESSHOUSING/LIBRARY/Program+Report- 
Plan/ann-rpts.htm
New Hampshire Housing Forum. Downloaded in March 2006 from: 
www.nhhousingforum.org/
U.S. Census Bureau. Building Permits. Downloaded in March 2006 from: 
www.census.gov/const/www/permitsindex.html
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PROPOSED HOUSING INTERVENTIONS
Planning teams identified and recruited Public Forum participants. 
The 32 participants included 9 governmental, 5 business and 
finance, 10 public service, 3 developers, and 5 civic leaders and 
active consumers in Greater Manchester. The goal was to engage a 
representative group of stakeholders in a data-driven discussion of 
housing needs/strategies for the Greater Manchester community. 
Participants discussed a range of housing issues, identified 74 
potential interventions, then priority-ranked these interventions.
Four interventions emerged as the top strategies to recommend to 
Heritage United Way. Three of the four top strategies are framed 
within the reach of municipal/regional stakeholders: (1) Create a 
statewide housing trust fund (an affordability strategy); (2 ) create 
a license plate to fund affordable housing (a subsidy strategy); and 
(4) educate towns/stakeholders on the implications of not 
addressing housing and affordability (an advocacy/convening 
strategy). All can be addressed by Heritage United Way and 
municipal partners.
Lastly, an additional subsidy strategy (3. Expand subsidies through 
state and federal programs) is not municipal/regional in nature, but 
could be advanced through state programs or legislation channels. 
These four top strategy interventions are listed below.
TOP INTERVENTIONS
INTERVENTION CATEGORY VOTES
1. Create statewide housing trust fund Affordability 1 0
2. Create license plate to fund affordable housing Subsidies 1 0
3. Expand subsidies through state and federal programs Subsidies 9
4. Educate towns/stakeholders on facts and implications for 
not addressing housing issues and affordability
Education 5
The housing issues discussed by participants, which ultimately led 




Aging Population (55+) 
Immigrant Population 
Homelessness in the City
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Focus Beyond Manchester
Ability to KEEP your home
Old housing stock and health
27.4% of homeless school children are in Manchester
Should we examine all of NH (commuters above Concord?)
What is the distribution below the median? Where is the real need?
Concentration of poor and homeless in NH and Manchester 
Ratio of population to town regarding affordability 
Wage data
Trend of conversion of apartments to condos
Availability of rental units compared to the availability of public transportation 
Mortgage issues (exotic products)
Foreclosure rates
Attitudes of municipalities towards housing availability 
Qualifying versus Affordability 
Federal/Government assistance issues
DO NOT have the deliverables to create affordability -  is this perception or reality?
Expiring use
Public will / Awareness / Education: (a) Quantify the act of no action; (b) Economic data 
Potential dangers in the market
Exclusionary zoning (NIMBY); Municipal power & lack of disclosure
How much could you pay a community to accept affordable housing or multi-family housing? 
Impact to education system and funding 
Potential dangers in the market
How does this impact the state's economy (slow deflation?)
Smart growth possibilities
Loss of neighborhood/community (rural character and village concept)
Growth management ordinances 
55+ communities encroachment
Smaller, more expensive communities should be accountable 
Economic feasibility (for developers)
Education funding (local impacts)___________________________________________
Below is an outline of all the interventions proposed by participants.
These proposals are annotated with the relevant strategy category 
(below) and priority rankings (potential interventions table below).
CATEGORIES




Affordability Other/M iscel la neous
Data Analysis
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HOCSING INTERVENTIONS PROPOSED CATEGORY VOTES
Create statewide housing trust fund Affordability 1 o
Find ways to create more free money Affordability 3
Control city expenditures Affordability 2
Raise the minimum wage Affordability 2
Review tax structure Affordability 2
The best potential for affordable housing is in outlying towns; offer 
subsidies, services, incentives to those towns
Community Types 1
Standardize, collect and maintain region specific data Data Analysis 4
Examine availability of accessible housing as compared to the demand Data Analysis 3
Assess the real impact on the school system Data Analysis 3
Analysis on a town by town basis Data Analysis 2
Examine costs of foreclosures/evictions Data Analysis 2
State website where all involved can share data Data Analysis 2
More accurate, real time data collection and then analysis Data Analysis 1
Snapshot of present conditions (state of housing in Manchester today) Data Analysis 1
Track who's coming from where? Examine cost per person Data Analysis 1
Educate towns/stakeholders on facts and implications for not 
addressing housing issues and affordability
Education 5
Better, unified definition of "affordable housing" Education 3
Focus on "what" we want to educate on Education 3
Relationship building (for towns, organizations and stakeholders) Education 2
One-on-one educating with towns Education 2
Increase public/political awareness Education 2
Educate residents on the connection between housing and community Education 1
Educate developers on affordable housing Education 1
Invite businesses and towns to talk about lack of affordable housing Education 1
Provide education on tax credits and subsidies Education 1
Educate public officials Education 1
Share local success stories Education 1
Low-income advocacy Education 1
Planning for refugees and services Infrastructure 3
Limit creation of new 5o1(c)3s to leverage ones already in place Infrastructure 2
Accessibility issues Infrastructure 2
Expand transportation Infrastructure 1
Enhance/encourage more partnerships between 5o1(c)3's Infrastructure 1
Collaboration at board level between towns and United Way Other/Misc 1
Be aware of existing work being done and encourage more 
collaborations between those resources
Other/Misc 2
Provide tools, resources to increase local affordable housing Planning 4
Inclusionary zoning Planning 2
Statewide and local planning collaborating Planning 1
Identify connection between affordable housing and other community 
goals (community& economic development, etc)
Planning 1
Define a community specific unit of affordable housing Planning 1
Give more attention to the planning roundtable Planning 1
Put 2nd story on all big box store for affordable apartments Production 1
Create building projects for families Production 1
Not enough small housing (studios/flats) Production 1
Alternative multi-housing types Production 1
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Give county government the power to get back into housing issues Regional 4
Examine clusters within rural NH and compare to Manchester area for a Regional 2
more regional scope
Better proposals for projects that allow for banks to underwrite Regional 1
Macro-planning across boundaries Regional 2
Create regional housing commission/authority Regional 2
Coordinate United Way efforts from other towns and cities Regional 1
Best practice sharing Regional 1
More local involvement with Metro Center Housing Regional 1
Re-examine ordinances that limit affordable housing Regulatory 2
Participation of our congressional delegation Regulatory 2
Change state law towards assessing tax credits Regulatory 1
Legislative change (anti-exclusionary zoning) Regulatory 1
Municipalities should be made to follow their Master Plan Regulatory 1
Sunset legislation for age projects (55+ communities, etc.) Regulatory 1
Revisit cluster zoning Regulatory 1
Penalize property flipping Regulatory 1
More citizen participation on decisions Regulatory 1
Examine building codes Regulatory 1
Create license plate to fund affordable housing Subsidies 1 0
Expand subsidies through state and federal programs Subsidies 9
Create a local housing trust fund (ex: fair share formula) Subsidies 4
Simplify and expand low income housing tax credits Subsidies 2
More tax benefits to land donations Subsidies 1
Corporate grants/tax credits for land donations Subsidies 1
Turn-key affordability projects Subsidies 1
A-posteriori tax credits Subsidies 1
Expand federal home loan grants Subsidies 1
Better understanding to tap into subsidies Subsidies 1
Different subsidies for different types of developments Subsidies 1
Participants rank potential intervention strategies at the end of the Housing Community Forum. Ranked strategies 
were proposed to the Board of Heritage United Way as recommendations to guide strategic philanthropy.
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FORUM PARTICIPANTS
Participants were identified by a committee of Heritage United Way 
staff and advisors following a sampling strategy provided by the 
Applied Research Center, and typically used to identify networks of 
community stakeholders to participate in a Search Conference. The 
goal was to bring together a group representative of stakeholders 
in the Greater Manchester community, to plan for the needs of the 
entire community rather than those of a single organization.
The committee first identified relevant domains for each forum 
(e.g., City of Manchester or surrounding HUW communities, service 
providers, consumers, activity area...). Then identified stakeholders 
and activists representative of those domains. Heritage United Way 
staff then contacted each person and invited then to attend their 
specific forum. In the very few instances that the person was 
unavailable, an invitation was made to a similar area stakeholder in 
the list. Several HUW Board members attended all forums.
Below is a table for each forum with a list of participants and their 
organizational affiliations.
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Catherine E. Allard YWCA of Manchester, NH
Caroline Amport City Year New Hampshire
Jennifer D. Bachhuber Heritage United Way
The Honorable Robert Baines Southern New Hampshire University
Sheila M. Brisson Manchester Developmental Preschool
Kathleen Cook Greater Manchester Chamber of Commerce
Michelle G. Drolet-Colby American Red Cross, Greater Manchester Chapter
Dr. Robert A. Duclos Northwest Elementary School
Sherry L. Dupuis Visiting Nurse Association
Jessica Emond Southern NH Services, Inc.
Christina Ericson VNA Child Care and Family Resource Center
Kathryn B. Erskine Manchester Developmental Preschool
Victor Florez UNH Manchester
James J. Freiburger, Ph.D. Southern New Hampshire University
Nikki Holtgrewe Greater Manchester Family YMCA
Bobby Kessling City Year New Hampshire
Eugene W. Lariviere, MD Dartmouth-Hitchcock Manchester
Brenda B. Lett Manchester Neighborhood Housing Services
Esteban Lopez New Hampshire College & University Council
Susan A. Manchester, Esq. Sheehan, Phinney, Bass & Green
Cynthia A. Marshall The Upper Room, Family Resource Center
Bonnie Morgan Central High School
Karen L. Muncaster Southern New Hampshire University
Patrick I. O'Neil Hillside Middle School
Betsy Smith West High School
Leslee M. Stewart Greater Manchester Family YMCA
Kathy Staub Manchester
Mica B Stark Saint Anselm College
Patricia Storm Manchester Developmental Preschool
Utiang Ugbe, Ph.D. Southern New Hampshire University
Karen White Manchester School of Technology
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HEALTH FORUM
PARTICIPANT EMPLOYER
Sara Alier NH Minority Health Coalition
Amy Bergeron NH Minority Health Coalition
Martin P. Boldin Manchester Office of Youth Services
Lisa Carlson Manchester Health Department
Aida Cases Cross Cultural Communication
Kathleen Devlin Southern NH Services, Inc.
Hon. Betsi DeVries State Representative
Dr. Sylvio L. Dupuis Manchester
Edward George Manchester Community Health Center
Carol Guinta West High School
Eugene W. Lariviere, MD Dartmouth-Hitchcock Manchester
Kathryn Lawson-Scully YWCA of Manchester
Susan >. Manchester, Esq. Sheehan, Phinney, Bass & Green
Germano Martins NH Div of Health & Human Svcs, Manchester District
Paul >. Mertzic Catholic Medical Center
Jazmin Miranda-Smith NH Minority Health Coalition
Robert Nordgren, MD Child Health Services
Steven >. Paris, MD Dartmouth-Hitchcock Manchester
Anne Phillips Child Health Services
Lillye Ramos-Spooner Greater Manchester Assistance Program
Yvonne M. Schulze Easter Seals NH, Inc.
Kendall >. Snow The Mental Health Center of Greater Manchester
Joan >. Stevens Elliot Hospital
Meredith Tenney, CNM Manchester Community Health Center
Anna Marie J. Thomas Manchester Health Department
Donna Tighe Greater Derry Community Health Services, Inc.
Utiang Ugbe, Ph.D. Southern New Hampshire University
Mark Vattes Anthem Blue Cross and Blue Shield
Joanne F. Wagner Elliot Hospital
Allyson Welsh Community Caregivers of Greater Derry
Greg >. White Manchester Community Health Center
Susan Wolf-Downes Northeast Deaf and Hard of Hearing Services
Page 113
Community Indicators: Greater Manchester, New Hampshire.
HOUSING FORUM
PARTICIPANT EMPLOYER
Malcolm Beaulieu Sr. JHMB Properties LLC
Maureen A. Beauregard Families in Transition
Elliott Berry New Hampshire Legal Assistance
Russ Bloch Families in Transition
William Caseldon Great Bridge Properties
Dean J. Christon New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority
Ellie G. Cochran New Hampshire Charitable Foundation
Craig A. Everett Helping Hands Outreach Ministries, Inc.
James J. Freiburger, Ph.D. Southern New Hampshire University
Benjamin D. Frost New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority
Andre L. Garron Town of Londonderry
Linette D. Handschumaker American Cancer Society New England Division, Inc.
Gale Hennessy Southern NH Services, Inc.
Pauline A. Ikawa TD Banknorth
Stephen S. Lawrence TD Banknorth
Kathryn Lawson-Scully YWCA of Manchester, NH
Jennifer J. Lemieux Moore Center Services, Inc.
Susan A. Manchester, Esq. Sheehan, Phinney, Bass + Green
Russell R. Marcoux Town of Derry
Germano Martins NH Div of Health & Human Svcs Manchester District
Suzane Quain Elliot Hospital
Kathleen D. Reardon Citizens Bank
Clay Rush Manchester
Deborah Schachter New Hampshire Charitable Foundation
Alan D. Schlemmer Liberty Mutual Insurance Group
George H. Sioras Town of Derry
Tom Skrzyszowski Manchester
Mary E. Sliney The Way Home
Robert W. Tourigny Manchester Neighborhood Housing Services
Andre C. Tremblay TD Banknorth
Kelley A. Walker Citizens Bank
Richard L. Webster Manchester Housing & Redevelopment Authority
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